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ASLEEP AT THE SWITCH: FERC’S OVERSIGHT
OF ENRON CORPORATION—VOL. 1

TUESDAY, NOVEMBER 12, 2002

U.S. SENATE,
COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENTAL AFFAIRS,
Washington, DC.

The Committee met, pursuant to notice, at 10:08 a.m., in room
SD-342, Dirksen Senate Office Building, Hon. Joseph 1. Lieber-
man, Chairman of the Committee, presiding.

Present: Senators Lieberman, Levin, Thompson, and Collins.

OPENING STATEMENT OF CHAIRMAN LIEBERMAN

Chairman LIEBERMAN. Good morning and welcome. Today, we
continue a series of Senate Governmental Affairs Committee hear-
ings on what Federal and private sector watchdogs did and did not
do to expose and prevent the unethical and illegal behavior of the
Enron Corporation in the months and years leading to the com-
pany’s collapse.

Our goal from the beginning of this investigation last January
has been to determine whether Federal agencies and others respon-
sible for safeguarding our markets did all they could to prevent
this economic catastrophe so that we can now act to prevent an-
other such catastrophe from ever occurring again.

Today, we are going to focus on the role of an agency that had
direct regulatory responsibility over Enron’s energy business and
that is the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission, known as
FERC. The Majority staff of this Committee has completed an ex-
haustive investigation into FERC’s role, and in my judgment, what
they found is an embarrassing and unacceptable failure of the Fed-
eral Government to protect millions of consumers, stockholders,
and workers. Again and again, FERC failed to ask critical ques-
tions about Enron’s business practices. In the few cases when they
did ask pertinent questions, the people at FERC settled for incom-
plete or incorrect answers.

The Committee’s investigation has found the most egregious ex-
amples of lax FERC oversight in four areas: One, the company’s
treatment of certain wind farms and the special rate status for
them, which Enron obtained and preserved; two, the operation of
Enron Online, which was Enron’s electronic trading platform,
which it now appears Enron leveraged unfairly to its advantage
against customers in the marketplace; three, the handling of trans-
actions between Enron and its affiliated companies; and four,
Enron’s actions during the West Coast energy crisis last year,
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which raised electricity prices in California, Oregon, Washington,
and other States by literally billions of dollars.

In these four cases, FERC’s oversight ranged from naive, at best,
to negligent, at worst, and they lead me to offer the following five
observations.

First, the agency more often than not trusted Enron’s assertions
rather than questioning them. Indeed, in some cases, FERC failed
to pursue questions even after Enron had presented specific evi-
dence of potential abuses in documents Enron submitted directly to
the agency. For example, when Enron applied to FERC for special
permission to charge customers higher energy rates through a
number of wind farms that it had acquired, and it in its application
included many details that constituted red flags, or should have, at
FERC, the agency failed to subject that application to anything but
a superficial review.

Under the special rate arrangement, Enron itself was not per-
mitted to own wind farms, but in its application, Enron told FERC
that it was providing the financing to the new owner of the
projects, that Enron would retain a right to repurchase the
projects, and that Enron would indemnify the new owner for tax
liabilities incurred when it was repurchased. In other words, FERC
was told many things that should have made Enron’s contention
that it did not own the wind farms highly suspect.

Yet, despite seeing all this information which was included in
Enron’s application, FERC approved the ownership arrangement
and the special rate status was granted to Enron, and that meant
that Enron was able to charge customers higher energy rates than
they were allowed to otherwise under law.

Then, when Enron sought to have the special rate status ex-
tended, it submitted a self-recertification, which, like all such self-
certifications that FERC receives, was never looked at or reviewed.
The folks at FERC simply filed the application away and allowed
Enron thereby to claim the special status for an additional period
of time. Only after this Committee’s investigation raised questions
about FERC’s handlings of these transactions did FERC open an
investigation into Enron’s original claims.

Congress obviously did not create and empower and fund the
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission so that it could be a filing
cabinet. We created it to protect consumers, to ensure just and rea-
sonable energy rates, and to level the playing field for all busi-
nesses and utilities. Those purposes are, of course, more crucial
than ever in the newly deregulated energy markets.

Second, the agency failed to anticipate or prepare for changes oc-
curring in the energy markets, which are among the most volatile
and rapidly evolving sectors of our economy. Americans depend on
our regulatory agencies to keep the economy fair and efficient, to
anticipate major developments, and to stay on top of where those
markets they monitor are headed.

Despite the fact that Enron Online and other electronic trading
platforms had grown into a powerful force by the year 2000 and
were expected to dominate energy trading, FERC failed to even
complete a basic study of whether regulating those platforms was
its job or the job of another governmental agency, in this case,
probably the Commodity Futures Trading Commission. Without
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even that critical step completed, FERC and the rest of the Federal
Government could not begin to develop any long-term public policy
strategy about how to keep these emerging market tools fair and
efficient.

Third, FERC reacted belatedly to many serious offenses, letting
possible market abuses go uncorrected and unchallenged for many
months. Too often, in place of effective oversight, the agency offered
timid hindsight. For instance, in November 2000, a FERC staff in-
vestigation into the causes of the California energy crisis concluded
that power sellers had the potential to manipulate the power mar-
ket. I'm tempted to add to my prepared statement what my teen-
age daughter would say here, duh, right?

After coming to that obvious conclusion, which cried out for im-
mediate follow-up, FERC took over a year to launch an investiga-
tion into the market behavior of individual companies during the
California energy crisis, and that was only after Enron actually col-
lapsed in early December of last year. Energy consumers on the
West Coast should have had the Federal Government on their side
during the energy crisis in 2000, not 6 months or a year later.

And the companies who may have tried to manipulate the mar-
ket, or, in fact, any who may be thinking about doing it in the fu-
ture, need to understand that FERC will be a sophisticated and
sharp watchdog, not a listless and lackadaisical bystander.

Of course, this is made all the more clear and compelling by the
recent plea of guilty by the head of trading for the Western mar-
kets for Enron in regard to—and we’ll get into this in further de-
tail—in regard to manipulation of the markets that he, as a signifi-
cant employee of Enron’s, was involved in.

Remember, FERC is the regulatory agency that led the move-
ment toward widespread deregulation of the energy business. Of
course, there was plenty of support for the deregulation in the pri-
vate sector. But FERC was a supporter, and, therefore, it makes
it particularly ironic, and I would say irresponsible, that FERC ex-
hibited little or no vigilance to ensure that participants obeyed at
least minimal rules of fair play in the deregulated marketplace.

FERC often seemed to view itself not as a regulator but as a
facilitator, not as a market cop but as a market cheerleader, and
that left consumers with nothing to cheer about.

When market players are given unprecedented latitude in a pre-
viously regulated market, there must be some effective checks and
balances. No matter how passionately we believe in competition
and capitalism as the best system for economic growth and oppor-
tunity, the invisible hand cannot do it all. We have seen this over
our history, over and over again. The fact is that markets inher-
ently have no conscience. To ensure the integrity of our markets,
the invisible hand needs to be assisted by the fair hand of govern-
ment oversight in the public interest and private sector self-regula-
tion.

Fourth, FERC made no effort to address the gaps, flaws, and in-
adequacies in the regulatory structure that allowed Enron’s most
questionable business practices to go without scrutiny. For exam-
ple, Enron had applied to the SEC requesting a special exception
to the Public Utility Holding Company Act. Under FERC’s rules,
simply requesting such an exception allowed Enron to repurchase
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a number of its wind farms while retaining that special rate status
I referred to earlier, and apparently allowed it to earn tens of mil-
lions of dollars above what it would otherwise have earned from
those projects.

For more than 2% years, the SEC sat on the application without
reviewing it. Did anyone at FERC pick up the phone and ask the
SEC about the status of those applications? Did these two lead reg-
ulatory agencies, FERC and the SEC, ever talk to each other about
these applications? To the best of our staff’s ability to find an an-
swer to those questions, the answer is a disquieting one, which is
no.
It’s frustrating enough when major market abuses escape govern-
ment regulation because perpetrators are crafty enough to fly
under the government’s radar, but it is really infuriating when
clear signals are right there on the screen and the people manning
the stations do not see them or keep their eyes closed. FERC and
the SEC had the opportunity, indeed the responsibility, to close
that regulatory gap and did not.

Fifth, FERC all too often relied on shortcuts and cursory analysis
of the markets to come to overly optimistic conclusions about the
potential effects of market manipulation. An internal FERC staff
report into the Enron Online trading platform which was released
in August 2001 asked whether the possibility of financial problems
at Enron could threaten the energy markets. That was August
2001. Its answer, no, was based on what, by hindsight, certainly
looks like incomplete and unrealistic assessments.

First, FERC looked at the entire North American energy market
rather than the individual regional markets, including, of course,
most notably, the Western markets. And second, the report con-
cluded that the chance of Enron failing financially was, in any
event, remote. And though the same report recognized the competi-
tive advantage Enron Online gave to Enron’s own trading units, it
ultimately concluded that these advantages presented no cause for
concern. In fact, to their credit, FERC’s staff itself later found that
conclusion to be wrong.

So FERC’s analysis here is really stunning, because Enron was
a major player in our energy markets. By the time of its collapse,
Enron had grown to become the seventh largest company in the
Nation and the largest electricity and natural gas trading company,
and that brings me finally to the larger policy question that is
raised by the Enron scandal and by the staff investigation that will
be presented this morning.

Can deregulated markets be left alone to police themselves, or
does government need to be vigilant in monitoring behavior in
those markets? And when we use “deregulation” here, it may be a
confusing term. What happened when we so-called deregulated the
energy markets is that we went from a system where FERC, for
instance, was setting the wholesale prices of energy to a system
where we allowed the market, and presumably competition, to do
that. But isn’t there still a need for a cop on the beat to make sure
that those who are participating in the market competition are
playing fairly and that there really is competition and transparency
and honesty that will result in the best prices for consumers?
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For me, the results of this investigation answers that question.
Government must vigorously and energetically enforce the law to
protect consumers and investors from abuse, particularly when
markets, as the term is meant here, are deregulated.

Remember, it was James Madison who said that if men were an-
gels—I should update that and say, if people were angels—no gov-
ernment would be necessary. Unfortunately, we see once again in
this sad story that people are not always angels and that is why
we continue to need government to protect the integrity of our mar-
kets and our economy.

Obviously, the American economy cannot function without en-
ergy, and our Federal regulators on whom the people depend for
protection cannot protect those markets if they systematically fail
to exercise the powers that we give them.

I hope that today’s hearing helps to expose and correct the short-
comings in FERC’s administration that we see here in this case so
that American families and businesses can get the fair, trans-
parent, and efficient energy markets they need and deserve.

Senator Thompson, it is good to be back with you. I don’t know
how to say it, but I am going to miss you. Not only are you going
on to new roles in life, I will be going on to a new role in this Com-
mittee. But it is a pleasure to have you working with us today, to-
gether, as we have, whether each of us was Chair or Ranking
Member, in pursuit of the authority that this Committee has and
I look forward to your statement.

OPENING STATEMENT OF SENATOR THOMPSON

Senator THOMPSON. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I appreciate that.
I imagine that we are both a bit nostalgic this morning, but for dif-
ferent reasons.

Chairman LIEBERMAN. Yes. [Laughter.]

Senator THOMPSON. But I appreciate your comments and I have
enjoyed very much our working together. I could not imagine, given
all of the pressures of this place, being able to work with a Ranking
Member or Chairman of the opposing party in any better fashion
than you and I have worked together.

Chairman LIEBERMAN. Thank you.

Senator THOMPSON. I will never forget the campaign finance in-
vestigation when I was Chairman, when bipartisan support was
very difficult to come by on occasion, and you always did what you
thought was right, contrary to some of the wishes of Members of
your own party. I will never forget that, and I have tried to remem-
ber that as you have been Chairman and taken some detours and
things that I personally would not have taken, but I have always
respected you. We have done a lot of good work with regard to this
particular area that we are dealing with today, too.

I cannot help but, before I get into the remarks I had intended
to give, sitting here listening to you, to think back over the last
several years and how what you were saying was relevant to what
we have been hearing for a long period of time.

When I was going out as Chairman about a year-and-a-half ago,
I submitted a report called “Government at the Brink,” and it
pointed out what we had been hearing. It was a compilation, really,
of GAO reports and IG reports and Committee hearings and all,
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and basically, the conclusion was that we have got serious prob-
lems with regard to our government, our government departments,
our government agencies, the way we do things. It is rife with
waste and abuse and things are not operating the way they should
and it is costing us a lot of money. Now, we know it is costing us
in terms of our national security.

So, unfortunately, you can pick your agency. We can talk about
the details of FERC and what its responsibilities are and how they
have performed, but it is one of any number—and it is a regulatory
agency, somewhat different from some of the others we have had—
but we have had department after department, agency after agen-
cy, appear on the high-risk list every year. We are not doing much
better than we did several years ago.

We are striving to get some accountability into the system. We
are trying to get a performance-based system, really, so that we
can have more accountability. I don’t think it will do any good until
we tie it to the budget process and there are some consequences
to poor performance, but you can single out almost any agency. I
think it has tremendous ramifications for homeland security. I
think that it points out the need for the flexibility that the admin-
istration must have in reorganizing so many departments. We are
talking about one little department here that a lot of people consid-
ered kind of a backwater until all of these problems hit.

But the idea of getting the right people in the right places and
being able to get rid of the wrong people in the wrong places and
more funding and more accountability and things of that nature
are all lessons that we need to learn, not only with regard to
FERC, but with regard to our national defense and homeland secu-
rity. So it is an important subject, but it is the very tip of a very
big iceberg.

It has been approximately a year since there were revealed fi-
nancial matters that ultimately led to the collapse of Enron, then
our country’s seventh-largest company. Much has happened in that
year, particularly following Enron’s bankruptcy, the largest at the
time until it was eclipsed by WorldCom’s.

I am proud to say that much has happened and much has been
revealed as a result of the hearings and investigations by our Com-
mittee, as well as our Permanent Subcommittee on Investigations.
A review of recent criminal charges against Enron’s CFO Andrew
Fastow, for example, reads as if it was written in large part from
the results of our investigations. Much of our investigation has also
been conducted on a very bipartisan basis, a fact of which I am also
quite proud and a testament to what can be done when we work
together.

Our Committee and the Permanent Subcommittee on Investiga-
tions have investigated the roles of various actors in the Enron
saga, the Board of Directors, auditors, securities analysts, credit
rating agencies, and financial institutions, and we discovered that
many of these actors with important roles in monitoring Enron or
its financial condition generally adopted a “see no evil” approach
that allowed Enron to present to the public a clean bill of financial
health up until the company’s collapse.

We are seeing positive movement addressing these issues raised
in our investigations: Accounting oversight and other reforms man-
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dated by Sarbanes-Oxley; tougher new SEC regulations and move-
ment toward lessening conflicts of interest in the investment bank-
ing community; and tougher listing standards at security ex-
changes. Recently, we issued a bipartisan report with respect to the
SEC, rating agencies, and security analysts that noted a number
of deficiencies and areas of needed reform. We look forward to a re-
sponse to that report, which brings us to the Federal Energy Regu-
latory Commission, FERC, and our hearings today.

Sometimes, you have to play the cards that are handed you, and
I have been given a hand today that I prefer not to have been my
last hand on this Committee. But as I look over the report that we
are considering today, I am concerned about it.

Frankly, I think FERC fits a different category than some of
these other regulatory agencies. I always thought FERC’s primary
responsibility was to try to achieve just and reasonable rates. It
doesn’t seem to me like they have the responsibility that a lot of
these other entities have, and if the SEC and the Board of Direc-
tors and people who sit on auditing committees and security ana-
lysts and all these didn’t catch a lot of these things, I am won-
dering what kind of responsibility we can really fairly place on
FERC in these areas.

And as I look over the areas of concern, the wind farm trans-
actions basically occurred between 1997 and 2000, as I understand
it. With regard to the Enron Online issue, that ceased operation in
December 2001. With regard to the affiliate transactions issue,
FERC already has rules in place there and apparently responded
pretty promptly to those issues.

With regard to California trading, obviously, that has been very
controversial and there is probably enough blame to go around
there, but everyone has to acknowledge FERC has limited author-
ity with regard to that. It shares authority with regard to that and
California would not allow long-term contracts, and everyone ac-
knowledges that the State had a poor regulatory system.

So looking at all of that, it makes me wonder what the proper
role is. Obviously, there are some shortcomings there that need to
be addressed, but it seems to me somewhat of a different category
than some of these other agencies that have more direct responsi-
bility with regard to the investigative efforts and ferreting these
things out part of things. They could stand improvement.

We can talk about improvement, and that is another irony of it.
It seems to me like this ought to be a good news hearing. From at
least one of the experts that the Majority has called, apparently,
some very good things have happened under the FERC watch of
this administration. The things that are of most concern with re-
gard to FERC happened while on the watch of appointees of the
prior administration.

I am not the one to partisanize the effort, but the fact of the mat-
ter is, up until now, when you think about FERC, most people’s
minds immediately jump to the suggestions and accusations con-
cerning one contact between Mr. Lay of Enron and a former mem-
ber, a former chairman appointed by the Bush Administration to
FERC. There was a letter by this Committee to Mr. Wood ques-
tioning the ethical standards of FERC. There was a GAO investiga-
tion with regard to that contact, a contact that, as I understand,
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Mr. Hébert made, or Mr. Lay and Mr. Hébert had with counsel,
general counsel sitting in the room with Mr. Hébert on his side of
tﬁe telephone conversation, but we had a GAO investigation about
that.

And now, when I read the staff report that we are considering
today, I see that we still have a section here, “Enron’s Effort to In-
fluence the FERC.” Unfortunately, it is only with regard to Enron’s
effort to influence the Bush appointees at FERC. It refers to docu-
ments that have been obtained and refers to a PR and lobbying ef-
fort campaign of Enron, which undoubtedly is true. It refers to a
Republican lobbying firm that had been hired. It refers to efforts
or support from Mr. Wood and Ms. Brownell, which, of course, sup-
plies some modest taint to them. And then it concludes, it is dif-
ficult to evaluate Enron’s far-reaching efforts on decisions made at
FERC and leaves that hanging out there.

But unfortunately, there is no reference to numerous contacts,
several during the height of the California contracts, between
Enron lobbyists and a current FERC commissioner who was ap-
pointed by the prior administration.

So I think to the extent that we can consider FERC, I think if
you wanted to really get to the heart of decisions that were made
that affected some of these problems, you would have more of the
prior commissioners here to talk about it, quite frankly. Then we
would be giving credit due to what is happening there. But if we
want to really consider what we can do to make FERC stronger
and better, I think that part of it is fine.

But when you consider the history of all this and the continuing
reference in the report, about five pages’ worth, of the implications
of impropriety with regard to primarily one contact, I see, then we
must put this in perspective as we go forward and try to make
progress. Selective indignation is not going to work, and unfortu-
nately, it overshadows some of the more positive aspects that we
have been able to agree on and pursue together.

Hopefully, as we go forward today, we can flesh some of these
issues out and put things in a bit of perspective. Thank you, Mr.
Chairman.

Chairman LIEBERMAN. Thanks, Senator Thompson. You have
raised some fair questions. Look, I would say, overall, the interest
of the—as I believe the staff investigation, and certainly my open-
ing comments of what I drew from it, suggest, the staff was not
given any directions to limit their inquiry to events that occurred
after the change of administrations in January 2001. In fact, they
were asked to go back and look at the whole history here and let
the truth of the investigation fall where it fell. So, clearly, a lot of
the behavior that is criticized occurred before, and by FERC, oc-
curred before January 2001.

Second, I hope and expect that Mr. Berick, who is our first wit-
ness, will be able to respond to some of the specific questions you
raised, or perhaps wait until you question him more specifically to
respond to the suggestion about the one commissioner in contact
with Enron.

So at this point, I would like to go to David Berick. David is our
first witness. He is a Senior Professional Staff Member on the Ma-
jority staff. He will summarize the findings of the Majority staff in-
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vestigation into FERC’s oversight of Enron. Because the investiga-
tion covers a number of complicated issues, I suppose this is by
way of warning, the staff testimony will be somewhat lengthy. But
the importance of the subject definitely requires that.

I will say for my part that I think the staff has done a very good
job and performed the role of oversight that is uniquely this Com-
mittee’s in a way that is not only impressive, but is productive. Of
course, that is why we have the current commissioners here, not
just to defend the past, because some of them were not there, but
to talk about what is happening now and what we can do to make
sure that the shortcomings that the staff investigation has seen are
not repeated in government oversight of our critically important
energy markets.

Mr. Berick, I am going to ask you if you would please stand and
raise your right hand. Do you solemnly swear that the testimony
you will give the Committee today is the truth, the whole truth,
and nothing but the truth, so help you, God?

Mr. BERrICK. I do.

Chairman LIEBERMAN. Thank you. Please be seated, and the
record will show that the witness has answered the question in the
affirmative. Mr. Berick, please proceed.

TESTIMONY OF DAVID M. BERICK,! PROFESSIONAL STAFF
MEMBER, COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENTAL AFFAIRS, U.S.
SENATE

Mr. BERICK. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, Senator Thompson.
What I will describe to you this morning, as briefly as I can, are
the findings of the Majority staff inquiry into the Federal Energy
Regulatory Commission’s oversight of the Enron Corporation. The
findings I will highlight can be found in greater detail in the ac-
companying staff memo being submitted in conjunction with to-
day’s hearing, and I would ask that my written statement and the
Majority staff memo be made part of the record.2

Chairman LIEBERMAN. Without objection, so ordered.

Mr. BERICK. As you related this morning, Mr. Chairman, in Jan-
uary, you directed us to initiate a broad investigation into the role
of the Federal Government and private sector watchdogs in what
was at the time the largest corporate bankruptcy in American his-
tory. The purpose of the investigation was to determine whether,
over a period of years, of the 10 years preceding Enron’s collapse,
whether Federal regulators did their job correctly and took reason-
able steps consistent with their missions and mandates to identify
and, if possible, prevent the problems that led to Enron’s implosion.

In investigating the role of FERC, the Federal Government’s lead
energy regulator, the investigation identified four specific areas of
concern, which you've identified this morning. These are Enron’s
sale and repurchase of wind farms, activities related to Enron On-
line, the electronic trading platform run by Enron, and transactions
conducted between Enron and Enron-affiliated companies, and fi-
nally, the role of Enron in the California power crisis.

1The prepared and supplemental statements of Mr. Berick appear in the Appendix on page
74 and 93, respectively.

2The Governmental Affairs Committee Majority Staff Report appears in the Appendix on page
219.
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As you will see, the evidence in all four cases reveals a consistent
pattern, that in the face of Enron’s tireless determination to game
the system, FERC displayed a striking lack of determination to
scrutinize the company’s activities, and this was not simply FERC
becoming another victim of Enron’s misrepresentations. Rather, on
a number of occasions, FERC was provided with sufficient informa-
tion to raise suspicions of improper activities or had itself identified
potential problems, but failed to follow through.

In short, the record demonstrates a lack of vigilance on FERC’s
part and a failure to structure the agency to meet the demands of
the new market-based system that the agency itself has cham-
pioned. While we do not know with certainty whether the disclo-
sure of any of the individual activities I will highlight here today
could have prevented Enron’s collapse, it seems highly likely that
a more proactive, aggressive action by FERC would have limited
some of the abuses that appear to have occurred, would have raised
larger questions about Enron’s trading practices and other business
activities and would have exposed at least some of the cracks in
Enron’s foundation earlier. Perhaps scrutiny by a Federal agency
would have also jolted the Enron Board of Directors and Enron
itself into acting to change direction. At a minimum, we believe it
would have alerted investors, analysts, and hopefully regulators of
other regulatory agencies to look more closely at Enron.

FERC had and continues to have jurisdiction over Enron Cor-
poration’s many energy subsidiaries and activities. There were at
least 24 electric, 15 gas pipeline, and 5 oil pipeline subsidiaries or
affiliates of Enron subject to FERC regulation. Not surprisingly,
then, FERC had thousands of contacts with Enron over the 10-year
period examined by the Committee staff concerning Enron’s FERC-
regulated subsidiaries and affiliates.

In addition to these contacts with FERC, our investigation also
uncovered evidence of an aggressive public relations and lobbying
campaign that Enron undertook in 2000 and 2001 to defend its role
in the power crisis in California and to seek to influence the com-
position, policies, and practices of FERC, as well as to shape the
debate over the California crisis. After all, Enron was heavily in-
vested in the success of the deregulation of energy markets because
it represented opportunities for Enron’s energy trading and energy
services businesses, as well as new market opportunities in the
United States and overseas. It was important to Enron, therefore,
that the California crisis not be blamed on deregulation or on mar-
ket systems or on individual market players, like Enron itself.

The Majority staff has concluded that among the many Enron-
related questions that came before FERC in recent years, four
stand out as egregious and cautionary examples of regulatory fail-
ure. In each case, despite ample opportunity and available informa-
tion, FERC failed to answer, much less challenge, Enron’s behav-
ior. It is likely that this passive regulatory stance enabled Enron
to distort its financial condition, failed to protect energy consumers
and the energy industry, and failed to prevent or mitigate the ulti-
mate effects of the company’s collapse.

The first area I would like to cover are the wind farms in Cali-
fornia that the Chairman addressed earlier. In January 1997,
Enron acquired a number of wind farm projects that were consid-
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ered qualifying facilities, or QFs, under Federal law and were,
therefore, eligible for special rate treatment. Shortly after the ac-
quisition of these wind farms, in August 1997, Enron completed its
acquisition of a public utility company located in Oregon, Portland
General Electric. Under Federal law, however, projects that are
given special status as qualifying facilities cannot be owned by a
public utility or its holding company. This has been interpreted by
FERC to mean that it cannot own more than 50 percent of a quali-
fying facility.

Thus, because Enron now owned a public utility company, the
wind farm projects that it had purchased would no longer be eligi-
ble for QF status. In order to maintain the QF status of the wind
farms, Enron found it was necessary to divest itself of ownership
in a number of these projects. In at least four cases, however, it
appears that Enron did not truly divest itself of ownership, and, in
fact, effectively retained the risks and benefits of ownership.

FERC had the responsibility to certify that ownership require-
ments and other pertinent requirements of QF status were met.
Critical details of these apparently sham transactions were re-
vealed to FERC, but FERC failed to adequately scrutinize these
particular transactions and wound up agreeing with Enron that
they, in fact, met the ownership requirement.

Specifically, in 1997, Enron sold a 50 percent interest in each of
three wind farm projects to a special purpose entity named RADR,
allegedly set up by Chief Executive Officer Andrew Fastow and his
deputy, Michael Kopper. In August, as discussed in the staff memo,
Mr. Kopper pled guilty to wire fraud and conspiracy to commit
money laundering, based in part on a scheme he and others alleg-
edly devised to enrich themselves and enable Enron to maintain se-
cret control over California wind farms while appearing to main-
tain eligibility for QF status, and similar charges have now been
filed against Mr. Fastow by the Justice Department.

However, minutes of a May 1997 meeting of the Finance Com-
mittee of Enron’s Board of Directors indicate that there was formal
corporate consideration of the RADR transactions. The minutes in-
dicate that although the arrangement was expected to satisfy
FERC’s requirements for transfer of ownership, it was not “a sale
for book purposes,” and that Enron, therefore, planned to continue
to recognize revenues from the project.

In addition, the minutes describe Enron’s right to repurchase the
projects, noting that Enron would retain “a call option to repur-
chase the assets in the future and sell in non-fire sale environ-
ment,” an indication that the company saw itself as forced to divest
its interest in the wind farms quickly because of its purchase of
Portland General and was using the sales to RADR to temporarily
park the projects until it could obtain a more lucrative financial re-
turn.

The minutes also reveal that Enron provided 97 percent of
RADR’s initial capital by way of a loan from one of its subsidiaries
and that Enron intended to indemnify RADR against future tax,
environmental, and other liabilities.

The nature of these wind farm transactions is further confirmed
by a 2001 PriceWaterhouse Coopers due diligence report, prepared
in anticipation of another related Enron transaction, which notes
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that because Enron “retained all the risks and rewards associated
with the projects,” and retained an option to repurchase the shares,
the wind farm deal was not treated as a sale and the revenue from
the projects was accounted for as income from joint ventures.

Information revealed to FERC in Enron’s formal applications for
QF status should have, in our opinion, raised serious questions at
FERC as to whether or not the wind farms’ ownership arrange-
ments entitled them to this QF status. Among other things,
Enron’s application stated that the company would loan RADR the
money to purchase its interest in the wind farm projects, that an
Enron affiliate would indemnify the owners of RADR for tax liabil-
ities if the project was repurchased, that Enron would retain an op-
tion to repurchase RADR’s interest in the projects, and that land
for the facilities would be leased from an Enron affiliate and that
the same Enron affiliate would receive fees for providing operation
and maintenance service for the facilities.

However, despite Enron offering up all this information, FERC
appears either not to have understood or not to have tried to un-
derstand the actual financial arrangements described to it by
Enron and their implications, and it seems that this was not out
of the ordinary for FERC’s review of QFs.

A similar lack of scrutiny repeated itself in 2000 and 2001, when
a number of the wind farm projects, including the three RADR
projects, were reacquired by Enron and FERC once again was
given the opportunity to review the transactions. However, in each
of the repurchase agreements, Enron filed a self-recertification with
FERC, informing it of the ownership changes and asserting that
the facility, now majority or entirely owned by Enron, which was
still then a utility holding company, should maintain its eligibility
for QF status. Remember, Mr. Chairman, that the QF status is
supposed to be granted only when facilities are not controlled by
a public utility or its holding company.

Two fundamental weaknesses in the regulatory system emerge.
First of all, as a matter of policy, FERC never reviewed the RADR
self-certifications, and to this day still never reviews self-certifi-
cations for QF status no matter what the applications may say un-
less an outside party raises an objection. Instead, FERC simply
files them away as it did in the case of RADR.

I want to note that these repurchase agreements and filings for
RADR were not the only time that Enron took advantage of the
weaknesses inherent in FERC’s self-certification system. In Novem-
ber 1998, Enron self-certified a new ownership arrangement for an-
other wind farm project known as Cabazon. In this case, Enron
self-certified that it had transferred 50 percent ownership in the
project to a nonprofit organization, The Nature Conservancy, with-
in the meaning of FERC’s QF ownership requirements.

In fact, Enron did not actually transfer an ownership interest.
Rather, it only transferred a right to 50 percent of the net profits,
a condition which did not actually meet the FERC ownership test.
Indeed, The Nature Conservancy did not consider itself to have any
ownership interest in the Cabazon project. However, because this
ownership change was the subject of a self-certification, it was not
reviewed or contested by FERC.
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Second, Enron also took advantage of a regulatory black hole be-
tween FERC and the Securities and Exchange Commission on the
RADR repurchase transactions as well as other wind farm repur-
chases. Enron told FERC in its self-recertification application that
it was now eligible to own the wind farms because it had applied
to the SEC, requesting a special exemption under the Public Utility
Holding Company Act, which would permit it to retain QF status
for the wind farms.

It did have such an exemption pending at the SEC. The applica-
tion remained pending, however, for 2% years, and, in fact, the
SEC is only now scheduling a hearing to consider the merits of the
application. Meanwhile, from the moment the application was on
file at the SEC, for FERC’s purposes, it was deemed to have been
approved. The two agencies never communicated with each other
about the substance of the application. Instead, FERC’s practice
was and still is to treat a company’s good faith application to the
SEC alone as sufficient for the company to qualify for this excep-
tion. As a result, Enron got the benefits of the QF status and re-
tains them to this day.

The second area that the staff believed was significant was
FERC’s review of Enron’s electronic trading platform, Enron On-
line. In 1999, Enron Corporation played a leading role in a funda-
mental shift in the way natural gas and electric power were traded
by creating Enron Online, an Internet-based trading platform for
natural gas and electric power. Online energy trading quickly be-
came a significant portion of the energy trading market. In 2001,
it was estimated to account for approximately 38 percent of natural
gas and 17 percent of electric power marketed in the United States.
Until Enron’s bankruptcy, Enron Online was widely acknowledged
to be the leading platform for such trading. Enron, in turn, lauded
itself for its trading capabilities and rapidly expanded the range of
commodities it traded on Enron Online, from paper to broadband
communications capacity.

The public implications of this fast emerging energy trading
method did not greatly interest FERC until May 2001. At that
point, FERC’s general counsel initiated a staff-level inquiry into
the status of electronic trading in the electric power and natural
gas markets in general, and the role played by Enron in particular.
FERC staff were asked to evaluate Enron Online’s dominant posi-
tion in electronic trading in the energy industries and to determine
whether that position might be exploited to manipulate prices and
otherwise distort the energy market.

A non-public report discussing these matters was completed on
August 16, 2001. The report found that, unlike some online trading
platforms which operate as third party many-to-many exchanges,
matching willing buyers and sellers, Enron Online operated as a
proprietary extension of Enron’s trading units, including entities
regulated by FERC. In other words, in this so-called one-to-many
exchange, an Enron trader was a party, either as a buyer or a sell-
er, to every trade on Enron Online. Therefore, only Enron would
know valuable information about the actual volumes and prices
transacted on its trading platform and, of course, how the prices
changed in any particular transaction were set, or how they com-
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pared to those charged in other similar transactions, or even
whether the transactions actually had occurred.

The financial risks of all the trades conducted on Enron Online
remained with Enron subsidiaries, and since Enron’s traders were
a party to every trade, this risk was substantial. It also meant that
the solvency of Enron as a whole was important to the viability of
Enron Online and to Enron’s trading activities.

With this observation in mind, the report asked whether finan-
cial problems at Enron would threaten the energy markets. The re-
port answered the question in two ways. First, it concluded that
Enron did not have sufficient market share to disrupt the energy
market if it failed. As we describe in our staff memorandum, this
conclusion was based on a cursory analysis of the entire North
American energy market rather than a more thorough attempt to
scrutinize individual regional markets, which would have yielded a
much more complex, and, we believe, a much more troubling, pic-
ture.

Second, the report concluded that, in any event, the chance of
Enron failing financially was remote. The report provided little
support for this conclusion and it has obviously been disproved over
the last year.

Finally, the report found that Enron Online gave a competitive
advantage to Enron’s own trading units by reducing their trans-
action costs, giving them wider access to the market, and providing
them better market intelligence. But yet it concluded that there
was no reason for concern. This conclusion also appeared the result
of wishful thinking, and there is now evidence, described in an Au-
gust 2002 FERC staff report concerning FERC’s own investigation
of Enron and other participants in the Western energy market,
that Enron, in fact, likely did exploit this advantage to manipulate
prices, particularly in the California and Western markets.

In short, though the FERC report identified a number of areas
that could have and should have raised concerns with the Federal
Government’s lead energy regulator, FERC staff concluded that
there was no reason for concern and no cause for action. Quite sim-
ply, FERC’s review was too cursory, settled for incomplete answers,
drew the wrong conclusions, and the agency ultimately failed to fol-
low up on the warning signs it did raise.

Another troubling facet of the 2001 report is that it was not dis-
tributed to any of FERC’s commissioners prior to or during Enron’s
collapse to inform their decisionmaking with regard to this event.
It is unclear at what point any of the information contained in the
report may have been provided to the Commission. Thus, a report
that might have served as a warning wound up being little more
than a footnote in the story of Enron’s collapse.

Another serious concern is that FERC did not initially even ad-
dress the question of whether or not, and the extent to which,
FERC and the Commodity Futures Trading Commission, both of
which had some regulatory responsibility for energy trading, had
jurisdiction over Enron Online and other similar electronic trading
platforms. This was despite the fact that Enron and other similar
systems were at the time expected to become the dominant way in
which both electricity and natural gas were traded.
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A FERC legal memorandum analyzing FERC’s jurisdiction over
Enron Online and other electronic trading was to have been pre-
pared in conjunction with the August 2001 report I mentioned ear-
lier. This jurisdictional memorandum was not, however, completed
until July 2002, after you, Chairman Lieberman, raised questions
about it. This failure to address the agency’s jurisdictional authori-
ties created yet another regulatory black hole, leaving any thor-
ough scrutiny of Enron Online and other electronic trading plat-
forms to languish. And as we discuss in the staff memo, there is
indication at Enron that they believed that this trading platform,
for all intents and purposes, was virtually unregulated.

One final footnote about the 2001 Enron Online inquiry is that
it also examined the issue of how pricing information from Enron
Online might distort published price indices, such as those reported
by trade publications like Natural Gas Intelligence and Gas Daily.
The FERC staff noted that such indices were comprised of anec-
dotal, unconfirmed information and that information provided from
a source such as Enron Online could be subject to manipulation.

At the time the staff was examining this very issue, the Commis-
sion was promulgating its order on refunds for the California mar-
ket, which included a methodology for determining baseline elec-
tricity generation costs tied to these published price indices. The
concerns expressed by the Enron Online inquiry staff concerning
these indices were apparently never communicated to the commis-
sioners considering the refund issue, nor was other relevant infor-
mation compiled by the Office of the Chief Accountant concerning
electricity generation costs in the California market.

The significance of these failures is highlighted by the FERC
staff’s August 2002 report in its ongoing Enron investigation, which
found that published price indices in the California market were
unreliable and may have been distorted or even manipulated by
data from Enron Online. The 2002 report recommends that, as a
result, the Commission modify its California refund——

Chairman LIEBERMAN. Mr. Berick, let me just interrupt you for
a moment. In a few cases here, you have described FERC staff re-
ports which were not communicated to or conveyed to the commis-
sioners. Did you reach a conclusion about why that happened, why
they were not transferred to the commissioners?

Mr. BERICK. Well, we didn’t reach a conclusion, Mr. Chairman.
We tried to understand as best we could what happened, why this
information was not passed on, and it just seems to have been a
variety of factors, some that it was not deemed to be a priority. In
other cases, it appears that there was a change in administration.
The general counsel, who asked for the Enron Online investigation,
and the Chairman that he worked for, Mr. Hébert, left the Com-
mission at about the time that this was being completed and the
ball was apparently simply not passed on to the incoming team.

Chairman LIEBERMAN. So you found no evidence that there was
a decision by the staff to suppress their work. They just, for various
reasons such as you have described, or perhaps just decisions that
in hindsight by the bureaucracy don’t make sense, decided not to
convey those reports to the commissioners.

Mr. BERICK. Right, but we concluded that there was important
information that was relevant to deliberations that the Commission



16

had ongoing and it should have been communicated to the commis-
sioners. It was something that should not have ended up on the
shelf.

Chairman LIEBERMAN. OK. Please proceed.

Mr. BERICK. Our third area of review was Enron’s affiliated
transactions. Obviously, whenever a company conducts trans-
actions among its own affiliates, there may be cause for concern
about fair dealing. One concern is that where one affiliate has cap-
tive rate payers, a one-sided deal may impose financial burdens on
those rate payers. Another concern obviously is that one affiliate
may treat its sister affiliate with favoritism at the expense of other
companies or customers, or in ways that are detrimental to the
market as a whole.

Based on our review, we concluded that the existing regulatory
rules and tools in the hands of FERC proved inadequate to deter
Enron, as the company now appears to have engaged in a number
of inappropriate inter-affiliate transactions.

Just one example are the loans of two of Enron’s pipelines ob-
tained on behalf of the parent company, Enron, in November 2001.
As Enron struggled to avoid bankruptcy, the company announced
that J.P. Morgan Chase and Citigroup had committed to loan it a
total of $1 billion. But the loans were actually made to two of
Enron’s FERC-regulated interstate pipeline subsidiaries, Northern
Natural Gas Company and Transwestern Pipeline Company, and
were secured by assets of those pipeline companies. The vast ma-
jority of these loan proceedings were subsequently transferred to
Enron in the form of unsecured loans from the pipelines to their
parent company.

After Enron declared bankruptcy a few weeks later, the pipeline
companies, which did not file for bankruptcy, were left to pay off
the entire amount of the obligations to the banks, a matter of con-
cern because, ordinarily, such costs would be passed on to shippers
who use the pipelines and ultimately to natural gas customers.

In this case and in other cases discussed in the staff memo,
FERC is now investigating potential wrongdoing concerning
Enron’s inter-affiliate transactions and seeking to strengthen some
of the relevant accounting rules. However, it is troubling that the
agency failed to address the broader policy question earlier. As
parts of the energy markets have been deregulated under FERC’s
watch and at FERC’s urging, the issue of transactions among a
company’s affiliates have taken on increased importance.

Until Enron’s collapse, however, FERC failed to adequately iden-
tify such transactions, especially the financial transactions, and as
in the case of the—or in the case of the transactions between mar-
keting affiliates, like Portland General, traditional utilities, FERC’s
regulations proved to be inadequate. Thus, it turns out that this is
another area where the agency did not adequately anticipate prob-
lems in the market that it was instrumental in constructing.

The final area in which the Committee staff reviewed FERC’s
oversight of Enron regards the company’s role in the California en-
ergy crisis. As you will recall, severe energy shortages in California
began in the spring of 2000, about 2 years after the State’s energy
deregulation plan was put in place. The State’s investor-owned util-
ities and regulators blamed the crisis on power sellers and market-
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ers, who they said were unfairly manipulating the system to gin up
profits. The power sellers and marketers, on the other hand,
claimed that the flaws lay in the actual structure of the new Cali-
fornia system and they, in turn, were the chief culprit for the crisis.

However, FERC as far back as 1998 had received reports from
energy experts in California raising concerns about the exercise of
market power and began a staff investigation into the causes of the
California crisis in the summer of 2000. The investigation reached
what might be considered a curious conclusion, that power sellers
had the potential to manipulate the power market, but that there
was no evidence to indicate whether an individual company en-
gaged in actual market abuse. The report concluded that identi-
fying individual cases of market abuse would require further inves-
tigation.

Despite this initial report clearly articulating the potential for
market abuse and the Commission’s own orders essentially agree-
ing with that conclusion, it would take a full 15 months, until Feb-
ruary 2002, after Enron’s collapse, for FERC to order a formal staff
investigation into the market behavior of Enron and other indi-
vidual companies.

Even as FERC was avoiding the question of what individual com-
panies were doing, Enron itself initiated an internal investigation
into its own trading practices in California in October 2000

Chairman LIEBERMAN. Excuse me again. What motivated Enron
to initiate that investigation of its own practices?

Mr. BERICK. They were concerned about the legal implications of
those practices. They had received a subpoena from the California
Public Utility Commission and there was concern about additional
regulatory actions that would be taken—might be taken against
them, and in terms of preparing for their own defense, they began
to investigate the extent and characteristics of the trading practice
that they had engaged in.

Chairman LIEBERMAN. OK.

Mr. BERICK. And that internal investigation would ultimately re-
sult in a now well publicized memorandum that was produced in
December 2000 which asked some searching questions about a
range of strategies that Enron traders use, such as the so-called
“Get Shorty,” “Death Star,” “Fat Boy,” “Ricochet” trading strate-
gies, and it also discussed the sanction provisions of the California
Independent System Operator Tariff.

Unfortunately, as we discussed, Enron appears to have been
more concerned about its own behavior than was the government’s
leading energy regulator. As stated earlier, FERC itself did not
begin to investigate these practices until more than a year later,
after Enron’s collapse.

In August 2002, that investigation—and again, I am referring to
FERC’s ongoing Enron investigation—that investigation produced
an interim report describing the manipulating trading practice that
Enron traders allegedly engaged in. Those findings have, in fact,
further prompted three formal FERC investigations into the behav-
ior of individual companies, including Enron.

More confirmation about what FERC may have found, had it
been more vigilant and diligent, was revealed last month when
Timothy Belden, who headed Enron’s Western trading desk, pled
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guilty to a charge of conspiracy to commit wire fraud based on alle-
gations that he and others at Enron engaged in trading strategies
designed to manipulate energy markets in California from 1998 to
2001.

The Committee Majority staff believes that the rules and regula-
tions of a Federal agency such as FERC cannot effectively deter
unreasonable market action if the agency fails to hold market par-
ticipants accountable. It should not have taken Enron’s collapse to
finally trigger FERC’s investigation of the role of Enron and other
individual companies in the California energy crisis.

In conclusion, Mr. Chairman, all four stories convey the same
general message. The Federal Energy Regulatory Commission was
a poor match for Enron’s efforts to subvert the spirit, if not the let-
ter, of the regulatory system. FERC’s failure cannot be attributed
simply to Enron’s aggressive public relations and lobbying cam-
paigns or to the deviousness of its methods.

In many cases, the Commission had specific and sufficient infor-
mation that should have raised suspicions about improper behavior
on Enron’s part. In other cases, FERC recognized potential prob-
lems, but through poor management or poor internal communica-
tion or sheer lack of will, never followed its suspicions through to
their logical ends. Even after Enron declared bankruptcy, FERC
dragged its feet, for example, in the case of the wind farms, and
failed to step into the breach, reinforcing a pattern of performing
too little, too late.

To be fair, FERC has taken some tentative steps to remedy this
unacceptable state of affairs, such as creating a new Office of Mar-
ket Oversight and Investigation. But simply rearranging the bu-
reaucracy is not sufficient. FERC must work in concert with other
regulatory agencies. It must request and be given sufficient re-
sources to monitor and police the marketplace. And it must be
more cognizant of what goes on under its own regulatory roof.

But most importantly, FERC must reorient itself to a changed
and increasingly complex regulatory environment, an environment
that FERC itself has fostered but failed to adapt to. Had FERC
proven more aggressive on any one of the fronts I have described
in my testimony today, it might have unearthed Enron’s abuses
sooner, perhaps mitigating the company’s collapse, protecting con-
sumers from hardships, and competitors from Enron’s alleged mar-
ket manipulations. Instead, through a striking lack of vigilance,
FERC abdicated many of its core responsibilities as a Federal regu-
lator.

Thank you, and I look forward to answering your questions and
Senator Thompson’s questions.

Chairman LIEBERMAN. Thank you very much, Mr. Berick. I
thank not only you, but all the members of the staff who worked
so hard over a long period of time to assemble the information and
reach the conclusions that you have presented to us this morning
on their behalf and yours.

I am going to go to the end and then go back to the beginning.
Let me ask you this, and this goes to the broader question I dis-
cussed in my opening statement about what is the role or necessity
of Federal oversight in a deregulated energy market environment.
As I said, I reached the conclusion that you can’t just say, OK,
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FERC is not going to set the prices after an administrative process,
wholesale prices of energy anymore, go out and let the market
reach the right conclusion, because as we see here in your testi-
mony, in your report, private parties, human nature unfortunately
being what it is, particularly in a very increasingly sophisticated
climate with Enron Online and all the rest, will seek advantage for
themselves and there will be consequences that can, as they were
in this case, be disastrous, particularly for Western American en-
ergy markets and billions of extra dollars that consumers, includ-
ing business consumers, obviously, had to pay.

In your conclusion, you talk about the importance of more ag-
gressive implementation of regulatory oversight authority that
FERC has and the need, I think, for additional staff, dedication of
FERC staff to these matters. Is there any need for additional law
here, or do you think that the law, as it exists, gives the Federal
Energy Regulatory Commission the authority it needs to protect
the energy markets in a deregulated environment, it is just that
they didn’t use the power they had?

Mr. BERICK. Well, I think they did not use the authority that
they had. That doesn’t mean that they couldn’t benefit from en-
hanced authority, and in FERC’s testimony today, they asked for
additional authority for criminal and civil penalties under their or-
ganic statutes, the Natural Gas Act, Federal Power Act, to try to
expand the range of regulatory tools that they have. This was
something that was also a recommendation in the General Ac-
counting Office report that was prepared for you, again, suggesting
that they have a significant amount of authority today, but they
could, in fact, benefit from some additional enhancements and ex-
pansions of that authority.

Chairman LIEBERMAN. I take it you would agree with that re-
quest that the Commission will make today, and I agree with it
also, but it also highlights the fact that we are asking, based on
the work that was done, the investigation and the report, that
FERC not only have oversight but enforcement authority when the
rules of the road are violated, is that correct?

Mr. BERICK. Yes. One of our basic conclusions here is that
FERC’s role is fundamentally changing, and I think FERC has ac-
knowledged this, but has not been able to deliver on the need to
change the way it approaches its role from one of being a rate set-
ter to a market overseer. I mean, it is endemic to the restructuring
of the regulatory process and FERC is now no longer in the process
of setting rates. They are now in the process of overseeing the mar-
ket and the behavior of participants in that market. And con-
sequently, they have to change their view and their institutional
structure to better deal with that challenge.

Chairman LIEBERMAN. And part of that is to have the authority
to take action—to initiate action, civil and criminal, against those
who are not playing fair, is that correct?

Mr. BERICK. Yes, but they have other authorities which they can
use, such as denying the ability of a company to have market-based
rate authority. Again, it is a fairly, maybe draconian or overly dra-
conian measure, and that is why they are requesting this addi-
tional expansion. But there are tools that they have and there is
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authority that they have to take action against companies that ma-
nipulate or abuse the market or operate unfairly in the market.

Chairman LIEBERMAN. OK. Let me go back to some questions
that were raised in earlier parts of your testimony, which covered
a number of issues—wind farms, the Western energy market crisis,
Enron Online—but a central and very troubling point from your
testimony is that FERC had direct oversight of a number of
Enron’s activities that now appear to have been at least improper,
and in some cases illegal.

The fact is that Mr. Kopper of Enron has now pleaded guilty to
criminal and civil fraud with regard to the wind farm transactions
that you have described. Mr. Belden, the head energy trader in the
Western region for Enron, has also now pleaded guilty to a Federal
criminal charge in connection with trading practices in the Cali-
fornia market, which had disastrous consequences for that market.

Am I correct that you are saying that FERC had a direct regu-
latory role in these areas which might have prevented some of the
abuses from occurring that have now been acknowledged by Mr.
Kopper and Mr. Belden?

Mr. BERICK. Precisely. That is, I think in some ways, one of the
most troubling aspects of the investigation that we did, was that
FERC looked, for example, in the wind farm issue, specifically at
the ownership issue. That was the principal purpose of the reviews
that they conducted of all three wind farm transactions, was to
look at whether or not these transactions met the ownership test,
which was that they could not be owned more than 50 percent by
Enron. They looked specifically at that issue.

Regardless of whether or not we can have expected FERC to
have caught all of the fraudulent activities that Mr. Fastow or Mr.
Kopper are alleged to have engaged in, we have, and we cite this
in the staff memo, we have the internal Finance Committee min-
utes that indicate that, in fact, this was a corporate decision to
structure these transactions this way.

So our point is that if FERC had probed, there would have been
something to find, even within the official corporate records, irre-
spective of the ultimate frauds that may have been committed.

Chairman LIEBERMAN. In the wind farms case, I referred in my
opening statement to a regulatory gap between FERC and the
SEC. Is it fair to say that you concluded and the staff concluded
that Enron skillfully took advantage of that gap?

Mr. BERICK. Precisely. They knew that FERC would consider—
well, they knew that because they were using the self-certification
process that it was something that would not receive, or was not
likely to receive actual review, and they approached the SEC in
such a way that they did not expect the SEC to actually act on the
application. So they very carefully took advantage of the sort of
regulatory black hole, the regulatory gap that existed between the
two agencies.

The fact that it was allowed to go on for 2% years just simply
speaks to how extensive and continuing that gap was, because the
two agencies never discussed this issue, not just with regard to
these particular applications, but they never discussed this issue in
a generic way to make sure that, in fact, as people, as companies
like Enron were making applications to the SEC that might have
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been relevant to proceedings underway or decisions that needed to
be made at the FERC, that they were in coordination with one an-
other. So it was not done specifically and it was not done generi-
cally.

Chairman LIEBERMAN. Let me finally in this round just deal
briefly with another regulatory vacuum that Enron seems to have
been able to exploit, which was with regard to Enron Online, the
Internet-based commodity trading system. We have the issue of
whether FERC can regulate Enron Online and should have, and
second, we have the question of whether the CFTC also had regu-
latory jurisdiction over Enron Online and what the two agencies do
or don’t do to resolve that issue, which I presume is still an issue.
I wonder if you could briefly address that question.

Mr. BERICK. Well, as I mention in my testimony, Enron consid-
ered, at least some at Enron considered Enron Online to be vir-
tually unregulated because of this sort of regulatory gap. FERC
had never asserted jurisdiction over these trading platforms, even
though they had been in place for quite a while. As I mentioned,
Enron Online was created in 1999. We don’t see FERC actually
even beginning to look at the question of its jurisdiction or the im-
plications of these trading platforms until May 2001, and then they
never actually resolved the issue of their own jurisdiction and how
it might interact with those of another agency, in particular, the
Commodity Futures Trading Commission. The memorandum was
just never completed until the question was raised by this Com-
mittee.

Chairman LIEBERMAN. And as your testimony indicated, in the
meantime, Enron not only set up the system, but was using it and
in that sense was gaining advantages. It was gaming the system
that it had created in the absence of any oversight of that system,
correct?

Mr. BERICK. That is correct, and again, what is striking is the
findings in the August 2002 FERC staff report

Chairman LIEBERMAN. Right.

Mr. BERICK [continuing]. Which concludes that, in fact, the very
nature of Enron Online, how it was structured, the one-to-many
type of structure that allowed only Enron to actually know what
was being traded on that system, was likely to have been used by
Enron to manipulate prices in the California market.

Chairman LIEBERMAN. OK. I have used up my time on the first
round. It is a very disquieting picture of a system that has
changed, gone to deregulation, and the private sector players, in-
cluding Enron, just seemed to be so far ahead of those who are sup-
posed to be protecting the rest of us that they gamed the system,
with disastrous effects for consumers, investors, and employees of
a lot of companies, and for the economy of the Western part of our
country. So there are some very striking lessons I hope we will
learn, and together go on to try to act in a way that prevents any
such gaming from occurring again.

Senator Thompson.

Senator THOMPSON. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Berick, over what period of time did the wind farm trans-
actions take place?
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Mr. BERICK. They occurred in 1997, were the initial sales to
RADR, and the repurchases were in 2000.

Senator THOMPSON. I beg your pardon?

Mr. BERICK. The repurchases occurred in 2000. The initial sales
were in 1997.

Senator THOMPSON. All right. And with regard to Enron Online,
you mentioned that it started up in 1999?

Mr. BERICK. That is correct.

Senator THOMPSON. And was first looked at by the Commission
in May 1999—I am sorry, May of’

Mr. BERICK. May 2001.

Senator THOMPSON. OK. And with regard to the California trad-
ing and marketing abuses, the California electricity supply crisis
apparently began in May 2000, and in June 2000, California suf-
fered its largest planned blackout since World War II, is that cor-
rect?

Mr. BERICK. Yes, sir.

Senator THOMPSON. All right, sir. So with regard to the situation
that Mr. Wood and others came into, you call in your report recent
initiatives by the FERC as tentative. You say the newly-created
Office of Oversight and Investigation is nothing more than rear-
ranging the bureaucracy. In contrast, Mr. Joskow, one of your ex-
pert witnesses, I might add, has said he is very pleased that this
office was created and that the office is off to a good start.

I will give you a two-part question. The other part is that no-
where in your statement do you refer to one of FERC’s most visible
recent reforms, and that is the standard market design rule-
making. Mr. Joskow, in his statement, calls this a courageous re-
form effort, intended to facilitate market competition and improve
performance.

So apparently the issue here is whether or not you are really giv-
ing appropriate credit to Mr. Wood and FERC as it is currently
constituted with regard to its overall performance, and specifically
with regard to the Office of Oversight and Investigations and the
standard market design rulemaking. Would you comment on that?

Mr. BERICK. Certainly. Obviously, it is too early to tell how well
the Office of Market Oversight is going to perform, since it is just
now being established. We did look, with the help of the Congres-
sional Research Service, at sort of the resources and staffing that
office was being given by FERC and it raised some fundamental
concerns with us.

Less than 10 percent of the agency’s FTEs are going to be in that
office.

Chairman LIEBERMAN. Why don’t you define FTEs for the record.

Mr. BERICK. Full-time equivalent. That is essentially one indi-
vidual working full time.

Less than 10 percent of FERC’s FTEs are going to be assigned
to that office, and even if we give FERC the benefit of the doubt
and concede that all 250 FTEs that are identified in its budget re-
quest as having something to do with enforcement and market
oversight are included, so we are essentially giving credit for more
than double the number of people actually in that office, that num-
ber is still significantly less. It is less than 20 percent.
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And if we compare that to other Federal agencies that engage in
similar types of activities, the Commodity Futures Trading Com-
mission, the FCC, we find that those agencies have significantly
larger resource commitments, both in terms of FTEs and in terms
of dollars. So while it seems to be a step in the right direction, it
seems to be too small a step in the right direction.

And the other thing that we would observe, and this is sort of
fundamental to the staff investigation, is that there are a range of
activities which we have discussed—the wind farms, for example—
that are not going to be fixed by the new office. They are regulatory
responsibilities that FERC has. Another example would be the
inter-affiliate transactions, the holding company transactions,
which are not going to be fixed or addressed by this new office.

So our point is twofold. The steps that they appear to be taking
seem to be too small, and that the steps that they are taking are
not broad enough to encompass the range of regulatory short-
comings that we identified in the investigation.

Senator THOMPSON. So you are concerned about the allocation of
resources, and I understand the issue. I think you may find your-
self in the minority with regard to the witnesses here today on that
issue, but we have had bigger disagreements on this Committee
than one as to whether or not there are sufficient resources alloca-
tion.

Chairman LIEBERMAN. I got kind of uneasy when you said, “you
may find yourself in the minority.” [Laughter.]

Senator THOMPSON. Some of us——

Chairman LIEBERMAN. Until I heard you conclude that question.

Senator THOMPSON. Some of us almost certainly will, yes.
[Laughter.]

But on another subject, how do you view the Commission’s deci-
sion back on December 15, 2000, FERC’s order? In an effort to rem-
edy the California dysfunctions, as a part of the order, FERC re-
jected wholesale rate caps in California. A lot of people consider
that a significant action and not enough, insufficient, all of that.
Did your analysis encompass that and what do you think about it?

Mr. BERICK. We didn’t really look at that issue. It was obviously
an issue that we covered fairly extensively last year in the Commit-
tee’s hearings on the California energy crisis. This would have been
last June, in 2001. We had two hearings on this issue and we did
not spend a significant amount of time on it in this review, other
than to acknowledge that, in fact, the Commission had made that
decision and that it did raise the question as to whether or not—
we raised the question as to whether or not that was sufficient.

Senator THOMPSON. Mr. Berick, I think, in looking at your report
here, you have done a lot of good work, thorough in many respects.
I think there is a question as to whether or not you are giving suf-
ficient credit due and whether you are placing blame where that
is due. We have spent an awful lot of time with regard to FERC,
and you heard my opening statement, including a GAO investiga-
tion about a contact that a former FERC commissioner had with
a representative of Enron. Of course, the dates speak for them-
selves. Quite clearly, a lot of these problems, or most of these prob-
lems started—all of these problems, I guess you might say, started
during the prior administration. We can argue whether or not the
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new people who really had a majority on the Commission, accord-
ing to my notes here, only on June 14, 2001.

But more specifically than that, and it goes to the fairness of
your assessment here, is the fact that when we got to looking
through the documents here that were subpoenaed or gathered by
the Majority, it appears that there were several contacts between
Enron lobbyists and Commissioner Breathitt that were not referred
to in any way, and you spent quite a bit of time, once again, remi-
niscent of prior hearings and prior actions of this Committee, about
five pages on Enron’s efforts to influence FERC, but nowhere are
those contacts mentioned.

You do mention Enron’s lobbying campaign, and clearly they did
lobby. Clearly, they did whatever they felt like they could do and
get away with. You mentioned, of course, again, that Lay met with
various individuals. You mentioned that they met with members of
the Clinton Administration, but in the context of discussing an
open meeting, discussing the current crisis in California and what
to do about it, and I assume there were many people in that meet-
ing, but you mentioned their lobbying-public relations campaign de-
signed to indirectly influence the outcome of FERC’s decision-
making with regard to California.

So if the issue is whether or not Enron was influencing FERC’s
decisionmaking, that is very precise. I must ask whether or not you
have been fair in your assessment here. You mention Enron’s cor-
porate head of government affairs, with the assistance of a Wash-
ington, DC, lobbying firm. You mention the firm. It is a Republican
lobbying firm.

You mentioned its effort to strongly support Pat Wood as chair-
man, and also Ms. Brownell. Of course, now they have to deal with
that. Mr. Lay called Karl Rove to express support for Ms. Brownell,
talking about their nominations further. Mr. Skilling met with Sec-
retary O’Neill, Ken Lay, Linda Robertson, a 30-minute meeting
with the Vice President, Larry Lindsey apparently somewhere
along the line.

You say it is difficult to evaluate the impact of Enron’s far-reach-
ing efforts to influence decisionmaking at FERC, and unless we are
missing something here, when staff went through the records, it
appears that there were 46 contacts, most of them telephone con-
ferences, between lobbyists for FERC and Commissioner Breathitt
from August 2000. Of course, we know the California blackout was
in June 2000. From August 2000 through December 2001. Were
you aware of those contacts?

Mr. BERICK. Yes, we were, Senator Thompson. As you know, we
asked FERC for all of their contacts, all of the agency’s contacts,
staff contacts and commissioner contacts, and there were, you
know, hundreds of pages of just identification of individual con-
tacts.

What we tried to focus on in the contacts you are referring to are
contacts related to the California energy crisis. There were lots of
other issues. There were issues on deregulation of the market, and
the establishment of regional transmission organizations. There
were lots of other issues before FERC that Enron had interest in
and that, obviously, commissioners spanning many years had com-
munications with.
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Where we devoted our effort was to the specific issue of the Cali-
fornia market, because that is where there was the greatest con-
cern about whether or not Enron had manipulated that market,
and we were also struck by the scope of Enron’s efforts to shape
the debate of both FERC and the influences on FERC for resolving
that issue. There was really a very pronounced——

Senator THOMPSON. Let me make a couple of observations. How
can you tell from looking at a document whether or not California
was at issue when that conversation took place, when that con-
versation, that conference call, whatever it is, is at the height of
the California crisis, and it is between an Enron lobbyist and a
member of the Commission? Why would you assume, on the one
hand, that one commissioner’s conversation would not have to do
with California, and on the other hand, some member of the Bush
Administration’s conversation would have to do with California?

Mr. BERICK. Well, we went on the documentation that was pro-
vided. We did not interview any of the commissioners on any of
their contacts. We went on the basis of the documentation that was
provided to us, and we did go back. We did ask for documentation
from former commissioners who are no longer on the Commission.
FERC was very good about helping us go back and get additional
information from past commissioners. We went on the basis of the
information that was provided to us in the documents.

Senator THOMPSON. But the issue, according to your report here,
the fact that they had a public relations campaign designed to di-
rectly or indirectly influence the outcome of FERC’s decisionmaking
with regard to California assumed that their support of Pat Wood
only had to do with California, because it is in here. Enron’s sup-
port of Ms. Brownell was a California issue? It is in here.

Mr. BERICK. If I may, Senator, it is

Senator THOMPSON. Yes, one more point and then I will let you
respond. You have testified that your concern with Enron goes back
a number of years, and that you had concern concerning the wind
farms transaction. You had concerns concerning Enron Online
transactions. You had affiliate transactions concerns. And then you
had the California situation.

When it comes to contact with commissioners, then, why would
you only focus on the California aspect? Was it because of the fact
that some members of the current administration, or Mr. Hébert,
who was disappointed, had a one-time contact apparently with Mr.
Lay? Was that the reason that you focused in on the California as-
pect of the four areas of concern? That is the only area of pursuit
that is the subject of your report here, about five pages, when all
the time, the issue was how the Commission was being affected or
how Enron was trying to affect the Commission and there is clearly
more than one commissioner.

Mr. BERICK. The Enron documentation on California is fairly ex-
plicit about the fact that they were very concerned about the impli-
cations for energy deregulation and for the future of that part of
their business with regard to California, and the documentation is
very explicit about the fact that they viewed FERC as being central
to resolving that crisis. And they also make it clear—again, this is
Enron making it clear—that the membership of the Commission
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was a very important element to them in terms of making this
problem, this political problem, go away.

Senator THOMPSON. Well, then by that same token, when you
have got a California crisis that certainly goes from May 2000 until
the end of that year—we all remember December 15, when FERC
rejected wholesale cap rates, which some people interpreted as a
pro-Enron decision by the Commission—you have that crisis brew-
ing all this time and you have records in your file showing numer-
ous meetings between Enron lobbyists and Commissioner
Breathitt.

I think the proper way to handle this is wait until Commissioner
Breathitt has an opportunity to address these sheets. But May, Au-
gust 23 and 24; September 7, 15, 28, 29, and 30; October 18, 19,
26, 30, and 31; November 7, 16, 27, and 28; December 4, 5, and
8; all these are in your file and in your record, Mr. Berick.

I think in view of the fact that we have spent so much time, in-
cluding letters and GAO investigations of criminal activity and ev-
erything else with regard to Mr. Hébert’s telephone conversation he
had with Ken Lay and the issue of Ken Lay’s support for his chair-
manship, let us just assume for the moment you were only con-
cerned about California with regard to the Commission. I find it
difficult to understand why you wouldn’t in your report, since you
are dealing specifically with that issue, why you wouldn’t in your
report mention that fact. Were you aware?

I understand you had a lot of information and you are focusing
on specific things, and I am not necessarily saying that you were
attempting to skew the results here. I do question your fairness in
the way you treated this. In retrospect, don’t you think it would
have been better to deal with this on more of an even basis? If you
are going to mention contacts with the administration, or even
more relevant, contacts with the Commission, should these not
have been referred to in your report also, in view of the long his-
tory that we have had, this Committee has had, with FERC and
questions of undue influence and things of that nature?

Mr. BERICK. Senator, I guess I am going to repeat what I said
before, is that there were, as you know, voluminous documentation
of contacts. There were many contacts with current commissioners,
former commissioners, on a variety of subjects. There are a lot of
other areas that we could have pursued in the investigation and
which we did pursue in the investigation. But at the end of the
day, we based our analysis on the documentation that was provided
to us.

Senator THOMPSON. We also had documentation—excuse me.

Mr. BERICK. I am sorry.

Senator THOMPSON. No, go ahead and finish if you want to. I
started to say, we also have—and I am not implying that there was
anything wrong with these contacts any more than I would have
suggested there was anything wrong with Mr. Hébert’s contact. But
he had to undergo a criminal investigation because of his one con-
tact. I am just talking about what has been in the press and what
people have been subjected to for all of this time and questions of
a level playing field, and it pours over into the rest of your report,
unfortunately, and the question as to whether or not you are giving
due credit for what is happening now.
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We have records here in the file also from the law firm that rep-
resented Enron, and apparently, it is Ms. Breathitt’s father’s law
firm that represented Enron and partners in that firm, along with
Enron in-house lobbyists, with these numerous meetings and they
were paid hundreds of thousands of dollars, apparently, including
Johnny Hayes, who was with the TVA and then during most of
when this was going on was the treasurer for the Gore campaign.

I mean, it is hard—this is my last day on the Committee. This
is not what I wanted to be doing my last day. But as I say, some
days you have got to play the hand that is dealt you and we can’t
not recognize what is sitting in the living room.
f‘IWere you aware of what I just said? It is in your records, in your
iles.

Mr. BERICK. We had—yes——

Senator THOMPSON. We have no independent subpoena power or
authority. These are all Committee records——

Mr. BERICK. Yes, sir

Senator THOMPSON [continuing]. In the Majority’s possession
virlherevwe had to go to look through them. Were you aware of these
things?

Mr. BERICK. Yes. We have the documents, and I have reviewed
those documents.

Senator THOMPSON. You just didn’t consider them to be relevant
for your purposes?

Mr. BERICK. Didn’t consider them relevant to the California issue
that we were examining. There are, again, many issues, including
an issue you discussed this morning about the Hébert-Ken Lay con-
tacts. As you have observed, the Committee did ask the general—
actually, the Committee did not. At that time, it was Senator
Lieberman on his own behalf asking for that investigation. We did
not pursue that issue in this staff memorandum and in this staff
investigation.

Senator THOMPSON. Well, I appreciate

Mr. BERICK. We could have raised that issue, but we didn’t. We
focused on particular areas that we believed had important policy
relevance to the Commission and its behavior and to very signifi-
cant questions involving the energy markets and

Senator THOMPSON. Do you think the Quinn, Gillespie lobbying
firm had more impact on those policy issues than Commissioner
Breathitt did?

Mr. BERICK. What we say in the memo is where we came out on
this, which was it is clear that Enron engaged in a very extensive
campaign to influence deliberations by the Commission directly
and indirectly on the California issue.

Senator THOMPSON. Well, I think we are——

Mr. BERICK. At the end of the day, we have acknowledged that
the Commission, in adopting the price caps in June 2001, took a
Fosition contrary to what Enron stated its position was. But the
acts

Senator THOMPSON. But on December 15, 2000, it didn’t take a
position that it was totally contrary to what Enron wanted. Decem-
ber 15, rejecting wholesale rate caps.

My only point is, and I think you are making my point, Mr.
Berick, in what you just said. You say in your report it is difficult
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to evaluate the impact of Enron’s far-reaching efforts in decision-
making with FERC. I am totally at ease with the notion that
Enron did whatever it could wherever it could, and I am not sug-
gesting that there is necessarily anything improper. Unfortunately,
I come across the names of people I know here, some of these
Enron lobbyists, lawyers, friends of mine. At least they were until
today when they hear about this hearing. [Laughter.]

But it is there. It is in the records, it is in the files, and I felt
compelled to raise the issue with you. But as I say, you have made
a very extensive report, and I think for the most part, made a valu-
able contribution with most of this report.

Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.

Chairman LIEBERMAN. Thanks, Senator Thompson.

Let me just do a few follow-ups. The first, I suppose, I should say
in defense of the Quinn, Gillespie firm, that it is not a Republican
firm but, for better or worse, a bipartisan firm. Mr. Quinn would
probably want to assert his strong Democratic lineage.

The second is that this is the first that I have heard of this ques-
tion of the law firm, which I gather Commissioner Breathitt’s fa-
ther has some part in. I was troubled when you mentioned at the
start of the hearing you were going to bring it up, that I hadn’t
heard about it.

I have heard Mr. Berick’s answers. 1 actually asked my staff
about it back here and they went out and did a—with the options
that the modern world provides—a NEXIS search and find a num-
ber of news stories at the end of October of this year, including, not
surprisingly, from some newspapers in Tennessee because of the
presence of the two people in the firm in Tennessee about this mat-
ter that they were lobbying on behalf of Enron and did have com-
munication with Commissioner Breathitt. I regret that I didnt
know about that before, but has, I gather, been a matter of public
record, and, of course, all the documents that the staff, the Major-
ity subpoenaed were shared with the Minority staff, as well.

I just want to give you the opportunity, Mr. Berick, and I think
I understand what you are saying, that the contacts with this firm,
which I gather from Senator Thompson and I communicating infor-
mally up here is a Louisville-based firm

Senator THOMPSON. I think so.

Chairman LIEBERMAN [continuing]. But has some connection to
these two folks from Tennessee.

Senator THOMPSON. They have offices in Nashville.

Chairman LIEBERMAN. This firm didn’t jump out at you and its
contacts with Commissioner Breathitt didn’t jump out at you be-
cause the information that we subpoenaed and got showed a very
significant number of, I presume, law firms and other lobbyists
having contact with all the FERC commissioners on Enron’s behalf.
Am I hearing your explanation correctly? I understand that is part
of it, and the other part of it is that you were focused on the Cali-
fornia energy transactions and didn’t see any connection between
this context and that matter.

Mr. BERICK. First of all, Mr. Chairman, there were, again, volu-
minous contacts. I hope you will forgive me for this, but Bill
Massey’s declaration of the number of contacts he had with Enron
goes on for several pages in the documentation he reported to us.
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Again, it doesn’t mean that there weren’t contacts. There were a
number of contacts that both current commissioners and former
commissioners had with Enron. We did not pursue all those be-
cause they did not appear to us to be significant issues related to
anything that went to the heart of Enron’s corporate activities and
Enron’s collapse, which was where we tried to go with this hearing.

What activities that FERC engaged in or that Enron engaged in
were related to Enron and Enron’s collapse and what we could do
to make sure that, as you said in your opening statement, we didn’t
find ourselves in a similar situation with the collapse of the largest
energy trader, seventh largest corporation in the United States?
What kinds of lessons should we learn here?

The particular matter that Senator Thompson has raised with
the law firm, as I understand the record, involved an Enron dis-
pute with Tennessee Valley Authority over some power contracts,
and at the time, again, it didn’t—at the time then, at the time now,
it wasn’t really at the heart of the kinds of policy issues that we
felt were critical to examining. We could have. We could go back
to those issues.

There were many issues that came up in this investigation which
we could have pursued, but the selection we made was based upon
those that we felt were relevant to the future of the way in which
these markets are regulated and that is how we made the decision
of which issues to pursue and which issues not to pursue.

Chairman LIEBERMAN. So your understanding, and again, we
should save most of these questions for Commissioner Breathitt to
answer, but your understanding from the documents obtained
under subpoena was that the matter that the Louisville and Nash-
ville offices of this particular firm was discussing with the FERC
had to do with the TVA, is that correct?

Mr. BERICK. Yes.

Chairman LIEBERMAN. OK. And just to clarify, and I don’t know
if you could put a number on it. I presume that in the documents
the staff went over, can you put any number on—did all of the
Enron commissioners during the period you investigated—were all
of them contacted by lobbyists, individually by lobbyists on behalf
of Enron?

Mr. BERICK. I don’t know. I would have to say many commis-
sioners reported contacts with Enron in one form or another, either
direct contacts or meetings involving industry associations or those
kinds of things, workshops, industry conferences——

Chairman LIEBERMAN. Right.

Mr. BERICK. I have no idea how many total we are talking about,
because we went back 10 years. We went back to all the commis-
sioners.

Chairman LIEBERMAN. So you would say most of them had con-
tacts with Enron lobbyists?

Mr. BERICK. Or with Enron. Not just through lobbyists

Chairman LIEBERMAN. Or with Enron directly?

Mr. BERICK [continuing]. But with Enron itself or representatives
of Enron.

Chairman LIEBERMAN. And just to understand why you didn’t
focus on Commissioner Breathitt and her contacts, but you tell me
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and we will review this internally, were her contacts more numer-
ous than other commissioners, do you recall?

Mr. BERICK. No, they weren’t.

Chairman LIEBERMAN. They were not? Her contacts with people
on behalf of Enron were not more numerous than the contacts that
other FERC commissioners had?

Mr. BERICK. No, they weren’t.

Chairman LIEBERMAN. I don’t have any further questions. I am
inclined to go on to the next panel, unless you would like to——

Senator THOMPSON. No, Mr. Chairman, I think I must follow up
a bit. Maybe we ought to ask the question more precisely. Were
there any other commissioners who had that level of contact with
Enron lobbyists through 2000 and 2001, because as you said, you
went back and asked for contacts over a 10-year period. If the point
is that there are other—during the focus of your investigation,
which I understand is 2000 and 2001, basically, there are other
commissioners with other contacts, we should be talking about
them, too. We should not be singling out one commissioner.

This is just the information that we had. We started out with the
information that the commissioners themselves provided for us,
and at least I am not aware of anywhere near this level of contact.
But the records speak for themselves. I would suggest, Mr. Chair-
man, we go back and check on that. Maybe Mr. Berick cannot re-
member that.

But I would say that you need to think through your answer to
the TVA question. Now, it is true that some of these meetings were
with Johnny Hayes, who had been commissioner of TVA. This is
on August 24. I assume that his prohibited activity, his banned ac-
tivity was past and I think he has a 2-year ban with regard to Fed-
eral agencies on things he was directly involved in, but the facts
will speak for themselves. I can only assume that he is OK as far
as that is concerned, and there are some meetings there with Mr.
Hayes.

It is also true that Mr. Hayes apparently received $200,000 di-
rectly from Enron and also another $300,000 from this law firm,
the Wyatt law firm, and that was a part of a $500,000 fee that the
Wyatt law firm had been paid by Enron. So perhaps we can find
out about the TVA aspect.

But there is a memo in the file here. We went to the law firm
of Mr. Hayes—of course, he is not a lawyer, but the Wyatt law
firm, and they supplied information that is in the Committee files
and Mr. Bone, who was a partner in that firm, who was in most
all of these meetings with Commissioner Breathitt made a memo-
randum.! I am not sure what the date of it is. I am not sure it is
dated, but it was clearly during the Presidential campaign, and Mr.
Bone, who was at that time, as I say, lobbying for Enron, said,
“very friendly meeting with Linda Breathitt.” I won’t read all of it.
We can go over it with Ms. Breathitt.

“We had a good opportunity to talk about the issues and her po-
sition as the swing vote. We visited Gore headquarters and had
lunch with Johnny Hayes. Next point, the FERC will be responding
today to the request of President Clinton and Secretary Richard-

1The Bone Memo appears in the Appendix on page 734, Vol. IV.
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son. FERC will be very responsive to the crisis with investigations
in California and possibly a hearing in California. She is very im-
pressed with Steven Keene and spoke highly of him.” Steven
Keene, of course, is with Enron, also. This has nothing to do with
TVA. This has to do with California.

I have no further questions, Mr. Chairman, unless the witness
wants to respond to that.

Chairman LIEBERMAN. Do you want to respond to that?

Mr. BERICK. No——

Chairman LIEBERMAN. Let me ask, and then I do want to move
on to FERC, but why did you make the reference to TVA? Was that
in the information that was submitted by Commissioner Breathitt
or FERC to

Mr. BERICK. No. The files that I think that Senator Thompson
is referring to were provided to us from Enron, our request from
Enron for contacts with FERC and my review of those documents
showed that, to the extent that there was an issue involving FERC,
it had to do with the TVA contact.

Chairman LIEBERMAN. Right. In fairness, we ought to give you
a chance to go back and look at it. You looked at tens of thousands
of documents to get to the priority choices you made about the four
areas you were going to investigate. These are all the pages that
were submitted to us, and every one of these pages contains, de-
pending on the size of the description, between five and ten indi-
vidual contacts between Enron employees or representatives and
commissioners or staff of FERC. There have got to be several hun-
dred contacts here, and I would——

Senator THOMPSON. Mr. Chairman, if I may, I would suggest, if
that is not public, that ought to be made a part of the public
record.! I assume what you have got there goes back over a 10-year
period and it may or may not be relevant. But I think that the
record ought to speak for itself and let people decide for themselves
what is relevant.

Chairman LIEBERMAN. That is fine with me, and I guess I want
to just state for the record, and I know you are not questioning
this, but just in case there is an implication, that there was no di-
rective from the Chairman, certainly, to the staff to——

Senator THOMPSON. I know that, Mr. Chairman.

Chairman LIEBERMAN [continuing]. To go and kind of get the Re-
publicans and protect the Democrats. This investigation and the
conclusions that Mr. Berick and I, in my opening statement,
reached fall equally, in fact, probably at least as much, maybe
some would say more, on previous FERC commissioners than the
current ones because the aim here is not partisan. The aim is to
figure out how we can protect consumers from being taken again.

Senator THOMPSON. Mr. Chairman, there is no question about
that, and you have always been fair and even-handed as we ap-
proach these things. There are a lot of people involved. You and I
both get the results of these things sometimes as we walk in, espe-
cially after having been off as long as we have. But unfortunately,
we have a history of several months with regard to this issue and

1Records from 10 year-period appears in the Appendix beginning on page 1 of Vol. IV.
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I think the record just needs to speak for itself with regard to all
the other issues.

There have been other good people. I cast no aspersion on any
commissioner or any lobbyist. I have lobbied and I have been lob-
bied. But there have been other good people who have suffered
from the subjections or implications and so forth that have been
made in the public. I just think the record ought to be complete.
And if Enron was fervently and feverishly lobbying other commis-
sioners in 2000 and 2001, we ought to know about that.

Chairman LIEBERMAN. When the hearing is concluded, Mr.
Berick, you and I can sit and talk and see what more can be done
to pursue some of these matters, if appropriate, and then, dare I
say, it will be up to Senator Collins as the next Chair to determine
whether she wishes to proceed with those investigations.

Mr. Berick, I thank you very much for an extraordinary piece of
public service. I think there is a lot for all of us to learn from the
conclusions you have reached, and particularly from the four cases
that you focused on. I hope that we will do that together with the
commissioners at FERC. Thank you very much for your work.

Mr. BERICK. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Chairman LIEBERMAN. Thank you.

I now call the four commissioners of FERC as the second panel,
the chairman, Hon. Patrick H. Wood, III, members Linda K.
Breathitt, Nora Brownell, and William L. Massey. Would you
please remain standing and raise your right hand. We are getting
the alignment together with the name plates.

Do you swear that the testimony you are about to give this Com-
mittee is the truth, the whole truth, and nothing but the truth, so
help you, God?

Mr. Woopb. I do.

Ms. BREATHITT. I do.

Ms. BROWNELL. I do.

Mr. MAssEY. I do.

Chairman LIEBERMAN. Please be seated. The record will show
that the four witnesses all answered the question in the affirma-
tive.

It is our understanding, Mr. Wood, that you are going to be testi-
fying on behalf of the Commission, but we are going to give each
of the other three commissioners a brief opportunity to make any
additional comments that you think necessary and appropriate
after Mr. Wood completes his testimony, and Commissioner
Breathitt, obviously, you may want to respond to the questions
Senator Thompson has raised.

We understand that either all of you or most of you have had to
rearrange your schedules to be here—this was a postponed hear-
ing—and we thank you very much for that and for your cooperation
in general.

Commissioner Wood.
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TESTIMONY OF HON. PATRICK H. WOOD, III,' CHAIRMAN,
FEDERAL ENERGY REGULATORY COMMISSION

Mr. WooD. Good morning, Senator Lieberman, and Senator
Thompson. Thank you both for the opportunity to respond today.

In the mid-1980’s, the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
began its effort to restructure the wholesale natural gas industry
to take advantage of competition between and among producers
and sellers of natural gas to reduce prices for end use customers
and to incent the drilling and production of this important natural
resource that just 10 years before was thought to be swiftly dwin-
dling.

Congress followed up the FERC’s effort with the 1989 Wellhead
Decontrol Act, and independent calculations of customer savings of
this FERC-initiated restructuring ranged from $200 billion to $600
billion to date. I was proud to be a part of that pro-customer effort
as a staffer to a member of the Commission, and that is a big part
of why I am back today.

One of the other major industries under FERC regulation is the
electric power industry, and thanks to the 1992 Energy Policy Act
and subsequent FERC implementation of Congress’s vision through
the 1990’s, restructuring of the power industry has begun, as well.
For restructuring to be successful and yield benefits for customers,
however, there must be some basic preconditions: Sufficient energy
infr}'lastructure, balanced market rules, and vigilant market over-
sight.

Upon joining the Commission last summer, I concluded that none
of these preconditions was firmly in place in the electric industry.
After a summer of internal and external assessment with my col-
leagues here, we adopted a strategic plan which gave equal pri-
macy to all three of these goals. In the past submissions to Con-
gress by prior administrations, the oversight goal was subsumed in
other strategies, and I would call attention to the strategic plan as
the final three pages of my filed testimony.

Unlike the other agencies that were cited earlier, ours is charged
with a significant role in infrastructure and in compliance with the
Nation’s environmental and safety laws. We issue licenses for the
Nation’s non-Federal hydropower facilities. We oversee their envi-
ronmental and safety compliance. We issue certificates for con-
struction and expansion of the Nation’s extensive natural gas pipe-
line network, including the many environmental and land owner
issues and rate matters associated with such activity. We also reg-
ulate the rates and services of the similarly extensive oil and re-
fined products pipeline network.

These infrastructure responsibilities naturally dominate the
agency’s resource allocation and account for 53 percent of our pro-
gram and support employees. Fifty-seven percent of the rest of our
employees handle the market oversight function at FERC, which is
a total of 335 program and support employees, and the other 250
staff are dedicated to our second strategy, which is balanced mar-
ket rules. Employees from all nine of the agency’s offices contribute
to the achievement of our strategic plan.

1The prepared statement of Mr. Wood with attachments appears in the Appendix on page
130.
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We look forward to getting our fiscal year 2003 request in place
so that we can continue to hire the necessary expertise and talent
to achieve the oversight goals that my colleagues and I have set for
the agency. The increase of 50 staffers in my first budget request
reversed a decade-long trend of agency downsizing by over 20 per-
cent, and in my estimation, these new employees are badly needed.

As with this summer’s GAO report on FERC’s oversight perform-
ance, I welcome constructive criticism of our agency’s performance.
I also appreciate, Senator Lieberman, your personal and sincere ef-
fort to help our agency do its job better. We owe our best effort to
the Nation’s energy market customers and to the many fine compa-
nies whose investment over the years has underpinned this na-
tional economy.

To focus for just a moment on today’s topic, vigilant market over-
sight, I am pleased with the progress that we have made in the
past year. It started, quite frankly, with a mindset change at the
top, a commitment from the four of us that our ability to oversee
these industries for the benefit of customers must be second to
none. For me, this is a need borne of my past job as a State utility
regulator, which depended on FERC to do its job well so that I, as
a State regulator, could do my job well. We are today in Chicago
at a meeting of all the national State commissioners. In fact, Linda,
Nora, and I have all formerly been on our respective home State
commissions and share this commitment that we are partners with
States in doing this job well.

This commitment of mine and of ours has led to the creation of
the Commission’s Office of Market Oversight and Investigation,
which reports directly to the commissioners in our now-frequent
closed meetings. This is an idea I adapted from our sister agency,
the Commodity Futures Trading Commission. No longer are inves-
tigation issues handled at the staff level alone. Now, they are all
brought to the attention of the full Commission and senior staff
nﬁanagement from all program offices as the open meeting laws
allow.

We hired the new office head, Bill Hederman, sitting here behind
me, earlier this year after a national search. He has been very suc-
cessful in attracting talent from within and from outside the agen-
cy to do the hard, probing work necessary to be a vigilant market
policeman. Of course, OMOI is not the only part of the agency in-
volved in market oversight functions, but now there is a primary
office charged with leading this responsibility.

The oversight role is also shared with States and with regional
bodies, such as the Electric Independent System Operators and Re-
gional Transmission Organizations. Full integration of this over-
sight capability into FERC’s culture and processes is underway,
and I share none of this gentleman’s concern that it will not be suc-
cessful. In fact, I am here to make sure that it is successful.

Participants in the energy market know that we are serious now.
Reports to our confidential hotline are up significantly, as are for-
mal complaints filed with the Commission regarding issues of fair
treatment. In our more proactive posture and with better analytical
resources, the Commission has begun a number of non-public in-
vestigations of issues in all four of our industries. As the GAO re-
port points out, it is not enough to wait for someone to file a com-
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plaint at FERC. We need to use all forms of inquiry to effectively
police the industry.

Everyone, from customers to investors, benefits when there are
clear rules of the road. By and large, we have these in the gas, and
had these in the gas industry since the 1980’s and 1990’s, when a
series of FERC rulemakings set forth the contours of a restructured
wholesale natural gas marketplace.

Clear rules are not present in the power industry, however. One
of the key actions we took in my first meeting as chairman in
September of last year was to initiate a broad and open process to
develop a sensible framework for the Nation’s wholesale power
markets. This has led to publication of a formal proposal in July,
referred to as the standard market design, and this is now open for
public comment through January and February. Had this frame-
work been in place 3 years ago, combined with the more methodical
and objective oversight capability, as our next panel will discuss
further, I believe the California experience would have been largely
avoided.

But we cannot live in the past. As the current Commission seeks
to redress the past wrongs through pending enforcement trials and
investigations, which we are doing in close coordination with our
sister Federal agencies, we are focused on the future, focused on
getting sufficient energy supply and demand infrastructure in place
across the Nation, focused on establishing a sensible regulatory
framework to govern the restructured energy markets, and focused
on effective and watchful oversight of these crucial infrastructure
industries so that customers continue to benefit from an efficient
and reliable energy marketplace. Thank you.

Chairman LIEBERMAN. Thanks, Mr. Wood.

Commissioner Breathitt, do you have a statement you would like
to make?

TESTIMONY OF HON. LINDA K. BREATHITT, MEMBER,
FEDERAL ENERGY REGULATORY COMMISSION

Ms. BREATHITT. Yes. I have a brief opening statement. Mr.
Chairman, and Senator Thompson, I am here today in a supporting
role of Chairman Wood as he testifies with respect to the FERC’s
oversight of Enron Corporation and the lessons learned from its fi-
nancial collapse. I associate myself with the content of his testi-
mony.

I do want to add that I have supported the initiates taken by the
FERC after Enron’s collapse. I believe the proceedings the chair-
man detailed in his testimony should go a long way toward ensur-
ing that an Enron-type debacle does not happen again and toward
ensuring that energy consumers receive adequate supplies at rea-
sonable prices.

Beyond these initiatives, I believe Chairman Wood’s effort in
forming the Office of Market Oversight and Investigations, that we
call OMOI, should enhance the agency’s ability to review energy
market developments, identify problems in market function, and
take corrective and punitive steps, as necessary. If this office suc-
cessfully performs its mission, which I expect that it will, FERC
will have taken an important step toward restoring confidence in



36

regulatory oversight of the energy industry and restoring stability
to this important component of our Nation’s economy.

Finally, I would note that as I near the end of my tenure as a
FERC commissioner, I believe I will be leaving an agency that is
well aware of the need for vigilant oversight of the entities it regu-
lates. The fallout from the collapse of Enron, as well as WorldCom,
Quest, Tyco, and others, have painfully reminded us of the dangers
of unchecked corporate behavior. The need to effectively encourage
appropriate corporate behavior by regulated entities and discipline
bad corporate behavior when necessary will continue as the Com-
mission moves to more competitive and transparent markets for
energy products. Thank you.

Chairman LIEBERMAN. Thanks, Commissioner Breathitt.

Commissioner Brownell, do you have a statement?

TESTIMONY OF HON. NORA M. BROWNELL, MEMBER, FEDERAL
ENERGY REGULATORY COMMISSION

Ms. BROWNELL. I do, just a brief statement. I certainly join the
Chairman and Linda Breathitt—in fact, I think you see before you
a FERC that is working as effectively as any agency in government
to address the tragedy that has occurred in our market, and let me
tell you, when we came to the FERC, what we found was a market
meltdown, an agency under siege, and a staff who were both over-
worked, overwhelmed, and looking for leadership.

Under Chairman Wood’s leadership, with the introduction of a
business plan, we have addressed many of the issues that the re-
port raised today. But I appreciate that report, because, frankly, we
all need to work more productively and affirmatively in antici-
pating what markets need, because, Senator, you said markets
have no conscience. Well, adolescent markets have no self-control
and markets do not develop without rules, and we are making
rules.

We are, indeed, dealing with the past as effectively and effi-
ciently as we can, but we can’t rush to judgment because we need
to get this right. We have seen a $90 billion market capital loss in
the energy sector, a loss that this country cannot afford when our
economy begins to grow again. We see growing transmission con-
straints. We see power quality disturbances which affect our indus-
tries, like the car manufacturing industries, very severely, in ways
that we are not counting. We don’t see the investment in tech-
nologies that can address many of the environmental issues that
we face and our grandchildren will face.

So I look forward to working with you, this Committee, and other
committees in addressing these issues. But I feel quite confident
that while we may have been slow out of the starting gate, we have
addressed a wide range of issues in a very short period of time.

Chairman LIEBERMAN. Thanks very much, Commissioner
Brownell. I accept the addendum to my comment. Maybe I would
only add that this may be, instead of an adolescent market, an in-
fant market, which definitely doesn’t have a capacity to self-control
and needs a little parental guidance every now and then.

Ms. BROWNELL. To be sure, a lot of parental guidance.

Chairman LIEBERMAN. Thank you. Commissioner Massey.
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TESTIMONY OF HON. WILLIAM L. MASSEY, MEMBER, FEDERAL
ENERGY REGULATORY COMMISSION

Mr. MASSEY. Mr. Chairman and Senator Thompson, I will be
brief. I agree that the Commission’s response to the Western en-
ergy crisis was generally timid and ineffective. The agency should
have imposed price controls immediately when the market sky-
rocketed in the summer of 2000. This is what I championed and
was extremely disappointed that the Commission did not impose
such price controls for almost a year, until June 2001. Such con-
trols imposed early could have stopped a lot of the economic car-
nage which turned into a disaster.

I agree that the Commission should have been more vigilant in
its market oversight. I support Chairman Wood’s new efforts in
this respect. I believe that he has a strong commitment to over-
sight and market structure and is willing to put in place sufficient
staff resources so that never again should we face the kind of trav-
esty that we faced with the Western market meltdown.

The agency needs to be very vigilant in its market monitoring
and its oversight and intervene forcefully whenever abuses are
found or whenever markets spin out of control. I believe this new
unit that Chairman Wood has created is a strong step in the right
direction. Of course, the proof will be in the pudding. If we’re back
here 2 years from now because of the failure of oversight, then I
will be wrong about that. But I don’t think we will be. I think the
agency is moving in the right direction.

I agree that the rules regarding affiliate abuses should be
strengthened. We have a couple of proposed rulemakings that are
being commented on now. One would substantially strengthen our
affiliate abuse rules across the board for natural gas pipelines, elec-
tric utilities, power sellers, and others. That is pending and I hope
that we can finalize that rulemaking soon. We also proposed a rule-
making with respect to the so-called “sweep accounts” that pipe-
lines and electric companies have with their affiliates, and we have
proposed strong new affiliate regulations.

With respect to Enron Online, perhaps the agency should take a
very close look at whether we should be regulating platforms such
as Enron Online, and I support any effort to come to reach a con-
clusion about this at the agency as soon as possible.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I look forward to your questions.

Chairman LIEBERMAN. Thanks, Commissioner Massey. I remem-
ber when I was at law school we used to refer to a few of the Su-
preme Court Justices as the “great dissenters,” and maybe the
record will show that going back some number of years, you de-
serve that title, which is a title of honor at the FERC. The record
of what you have tried to do is clear and I appreciate it.

Commissioner Wood, let me begin with the general question,
which in some sense, I think, you dealt with in your opening state-
ment, but am I correct that when you served on the, I forgot what
it was called, but the utility commission in Texas, that was a tradi-
tional regulatory commission which heard petitions and applica-
tions by the local utilities for rate increases and then set the rates?

Mr. Woob. Yes, sir. I should add, though, in our years, they were
rate decreases that we were going through in Texas.

Chairman LIEBERMAN. Well, that is even better. [Laughter.]



38

So it was a so-called regulated environment?

Mr. Woob. It was similar to what we are doing here, quite frank-
ly. Our State statutes were changed in 1995, which was the year

Chairman LIEBERMAN. OK. So you were one of the early ones
that had it. In Connecticut, in my previous position, I was Attorney
General of Connecticut. We had an assistant AG who was over at
the Department of Public Utilities and the commission and rep-
resented ratepayers in rate proceedings and then, ultimately, the
commission determined what rate of profit, essentially, the par-
ticular utility would have and set the rate.

To make a complicated story more simple than I should, there
was a similar process going on at FERC with regard to wholesale
energy rates. We got to deregulation and, of course, we relied on
the market then. But I take it you agree that in what I have just
described as a deregulated market, where not a commission or gov-
ernment set the rates, but competition does, that there is at least
as much need for governmental oversight, is that correct?

Mr. Woob. Without question. I should add that in both the gas
industry and the electric industry, the delivery of the commodity,
so to speak, is still regulated by FERC and by States. The trans-
mission of power, the transportation of natural gas, those are set
by FERC. We have a staff and law judges that do the traditional
rate case work for gas pipelines, for electric power companies.

Chairman LIEBERMAN. Right.

Mr. Woob. It is the commodity of the power itself, much like the
commodity of gas in the 1980’s and 1990’s, that is going through
the more deregulated treatment, but not the conduit that moves
the commodity.

Chairman LIEBERMAN. But there is definitely a role for oversight,
or in another sense, normally, it would be called regulation, but it
is to make sure that the players

Mr. Woob. Play by the rules, that they play by the rules.

Chairman LIEBERMAN. That they play by the rules, that they are
playing fair, which obviously, looking back, did not happen here.

Let me give you a chance to respond to the staff conclusions
about the Office of Market Oversight and Investigations that you
created. My inference is that they feel as I do, and as your fellow
commissioners do, that this was a significant step forward, to es-
tablish the office, but that it may not have enough resources to be
effective. You know, it is the “We are from the Congress and we
are here to help you” commission, or maybe that is what we are
saying. [Laughter.]

So I want you to deal with some of that. But then the larger
question, I think, is whether the rulemaking on market rules will
actually address the larger institutional issues raised by the staff
investigation, for example, the concern that FERC didn’t look more
closely at the wind farm transactions or Enron Online or was not
adequately vigilant about transactions with holding companies be-
cause they are not, in the narrow sense, directly related to the
oversight of market behavior.

So as productive, constructive a step as setting up the Office of
Market Oversight and Investigations at FERC is, will it, in fact,
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get to some of the shortcomings that the staff investigation found,
I think convincingly, in the Enron case?

Mr. Woob. I think, and to take the four issues, the Enron Online
would actually be something that would come out of the new office.
The type of expertise—I do take some umbrage, I suppose, at it
being characterized as, I guess, a bureaucratic reshuffle, and not
having seen the report, I don’t know what the exact words were,
but we have had, in fact, some extensive hiring from the outside
of significant people with other Federal experience and a tremen-
dous amount of private sector experience for the 90 employees that
we have hired to date. It is, in fact, the farthest thing that this
agency has had from a bureaucratic reshuffle.

But again, it ties back, as I said in my opening statement, Sen-
ator Lieberman, to the mindset change. The staff on this agency
now know that the four of us, and hopefully our future people that
follow us, are intellectually thirsty about these issues that come
forth and that we need to be trained, as the staff do, the commis-
sioners need to be trained—it is a group effort—to understand the
markets and to really engage on the issues that come forth.

So, again, you could put 600 people in OMOI, but if the commit-
ment is not there at the top that not only we want this, but we
care about it and we view it as a core part of our mission, as we
move away, as your first question pointed out, Senator, from the
world of just traditional cost-of-service regulation to one that is
more market-based, we have got to make that a core part of our
mission. The staff have to know it. The staff have to know when
they are coming to work here that this is not just a Pat Wood fad,
but that this is a core part of what FERC is all about. I think peo-
ple understand that now and I expect in my term as chairman that
we will continue to deepen and expand the roots of the market
oversight function.

But there are more people than just market oversight that do the
work that we are talking about. For example, the wind farms issue
is kind of what fall in the traditional licensing and traditional reg-
ulation parts of our agency, which do involve market oversight but
are not involved in the investigations and the kind of forward-look-
ing training and the reviews of data that come in to see what has
happened in prices in competitive markets or in handling the hot-
line complaints that come in from third parties, either confiden-
tially or publicly filed with the Commission. So there are a number
of things that would go on.

To take the third item, the California investigation, we are pres-
ently doing that with existing staff because the Market Oversight
Office was not set up at the time that we began the investigation
into events in the West back in last January and February, but I
would expect that future aspects of that type of work going forward
would be centered out of this office, drawing upon resources across
the agency. Certainly, an investigation of that breadth is going to
overwhelm just one office and will necessarily require us to be a
matrixed organization, and I like that. I want that.

Chairman LIEBERMAN. Let me ask you this. Understanding that
the staff work went back over 10 years in FERC’s records, most of
which time, obviously, you were not there, do you take issue with
any of the conclusions that the staff investigation has reached re-
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garding the, let us say the timidity of FERC’s actions with regard
to the four issues that the staff chose to focus on, the Western mar-
kets—California obviously was one, the wind farms, the Enron On-
line, the holding company, and the inter-related entities trans-
actions. Do you think that, since you are in charge now and you
will be for some period of time, familiar as I believe you are with
the sgaff investigation, do you think that they reached solid conclu-
sions?

Mr. Woob. I am on the record as saying I was concerned at the
time, as a State commissioner looking in from the outside, that
FERC’s slowness to move on the wholesale market issues that were
under their domain in 2000 were of concern to me, and they still
are. I think we have got to be, if not ahead of the curve, right on
it, not well after it, and I do think that that series of events, un-
precedented, admittedly, would have probably taken anybody by
surprise.

But it is the kind of retooling that I am looking for that it would
not take us by surprise, that we would be so on top of, as I should
say, to our staff’s credit, in recent weeks, the issues that come up
in just looking at daily gas trades. We find the list, usually look
into them.

Chairman LIEBERMAN. Yes.

Mr. Woob. Those kind of things, when you nip them in the bud,
they don’t develop into catastrophes like you have out West. But
I do think that one probably, I have said publicly and I will say
again today, is along the valid track.
hThe QF issue is an interesting one because it is a statute
that

Chairman LIEBERMAN. Why don’t you spell it out for the record.

Mr. Woob. I am sorry, the wind farms, the renewable power.
Congress really wanted to make sure that we had renewable power
when they passed the PURPA back in 1978, and that began a lot
of the investment in renewables and in cogeneration and some of
these more environmentally benign resources, and in that statute
and in the late 1970’s, the implementation of that by the FERC,
there was a very strong desire to make sure that there was not a
bureaucratic obstacle to those resources getting built. They were,
in fact, as I think Mr. Berick pointed out, paid a premium over
what the general power would be, so there was basically a legisla-
tive enticement for those resources to come to the marketplace.

So the FERC set up a self-certification process that was reviewed
in Mr. Berick’s opening remarks that allowed a party to self-certify
and then get into the marketplace without waiting for a 6-, 8-, or
10-month procedure at our agency to basically approve that they go
forward. I think that there have been 9,000 of these since 1978 and
we have had about 20 of them actually—and 90 percent of the
9,000 have taken the self-certification route. About 10 percent have
taken the route that we are going to go to the Commission and
have them affirmatively rule on our case, because we need it for
financing generally, have taken that route.

And of the 90 percent, I think about 20 have been protested by
the utility that has got to pay. I mean, it was set up in the Carter
years’ FERC to, in fact, get the incentives lined up so that the util-
ity, and this was revisited back in 1995 when the Commission re-
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visited these rules, there is a person there who has got an incentive
to make sure that somebody is not lying, and that is the utility
that is paying the extra charge and the State commission that
stands behind that utility.

For that reason, FERC in 1995 said, if, Enron, you come in and
tell us that you are changing this or selling that, you have got to
tell the local utility in California and you have got to tell the Cali-
fornia PUC that you are doing that. That has been used about,
probably again, 20 times over the past two decades to trigger an
action at FERC, where we actually review and find out if, in fact,
those people qualify for the benefits or not.

I think this particular example has, of course, due to the Fastow
admissions, been triggered by us into a proceeding of FERC to re-
view the qualifications for the benefits. But quite frankly, I do
think, over time, the balance of 9,000 applications and 20 that were
asked to be looked at and one that now has actually been found
perhaps to be false—again, that is pending before our Commission.
It may well be benign. I do not want to prejudge that. But I do
think that one probably, I would say, is a little—maybe a bit of a
hard slap that we deserve——

Chairman LIEBERMAN. But otherwise, accepting that, you would
say that the staff conclusions have merit and that you will embrace
them to the best of your ability as you go forward in your chair-
manship?

Mr. WooD. Sure. Absolutely. Again, as I mentioned, I appreciate
constructive criticism. We are a public agency. We work for the
good of the customer and we want to make sure that we do that
as best we can.

Chairman LIEBERMAN. Let me ask you a final question before I
yield to Senator Thompson. Just speak for a moment, if you would,
about the changes in law that you request in your testimony and
whether there are any additional changes that you might suggest
for us in law or whether you think the remedy to the illnesses, the
ailments that the staff report shows are largely going to come from
the retooling that you are doing and perhaps from some more ade-
quate staff—or more staff. Let us assume what you have got now
is adequate to the task and more people——

Mr. Woob. Well, we have asked for more, and I believe the con-
ference report——

Chairman LIEBERMAN. Yes.

Mr. WooD [continuing]. Does indicate our increase of that. I do
think, again, as I mentioned, that a good part of this, a good part
of our ability to do this job better, again, comes from our personal
commitment to that, from an empowered staff who, despite what
you have heard today, have done a fantastic job over the last dec-
ade. Again, as it has been downsized by 20 percent from when I
worked here as a staffer back in 1991-1992, it is 20 percent small-
er than it was and has quite a bit more to do.

Chairman LIEBERMAN. Yes, it is a problem. Look, the big picture
that I come away with is that the rules of the game changed. We
went to a deregulated environment. Some, very aggressive, sophis-
ticated, find the angles, be as clever as they can to make the most
money they can. Players, including Enron, got into it and the
FERC just did not keep up with them. The world had changed.
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This is a regulatory agency that was now operating in a deregu-
lated environment and the consumer paid the price and it was an
enormous price.

But let me not go on further with that, and ask you to describe
in a little more detail the legislative changes that you recommend
in your report.

Mr. Woob. Thank you. We had asked and was included in the,
I guess now-retired energy bill, for an increase in civil penalty au-
thority to be administered by the Commission in the Federal Power
Act. We subsequently recognized that we did not have that in the
Natural Gas Act, either, and have asked for that, but that was not
in the electricity title because it is a gas issue.

Chairman LIEBERMAN. OK.

Mr. WoobD. So the civil penalty side would be as enhancing our
authority at FERC to use those tools. We have also joined in the,
I think, broad support for enhanced criminal authority, which
would be administered, as it is today, by the Department of Justice
for violations of the Power Act and of the Gas Act.

Chairman LIEBERMAN. OK. So part of reaching to the whole
Enron saga and scandal is to beef up the enforcement authority of
FERC and FERC working with the Department of Justice?

Mr. Woob. Yes, sir.

Chairman LIEBERMAN. Thanks, Commissioner Wood. Senator
Thompson.

Senator THOMPSON. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.

Ms. Breathitt, would you like the opportunity to respond to some
of the things that have been said here this morning, specifically,
the 46 gr so contacts that you had with Enron lobbyists over 2000
to 20017

Ms. BREATHITT. Yes, sir. I don’t have the same information that
you have. I don’t know what the 46 are, and

Senator THOMPSON. We are going to be giving you copies of the
listing of the Wyatt law firm.1!

Ms. BREATHITT. OK.

Senator THOMPSON. We got these from the Wyatt law firm. And
basically, as you can see there, telephone conferences with Mr.
Bone, Mr. Hayes, and others.

Chairman LIEBERMAN. Commissioner Breathitt, if I might, with
your permission, Senator Thompson, this information was obtained
by the Committee staff as a result of requests and subpoenas in
some cases, both to FERC and to Enron, which I presume gathered
some of it from its attorneys.

Senator THOMPSON. Yes, and the attorneys, in some cases, the
attorneys themselves who represented Enron.

Chairman LIEBERMAN. Right.

Senator THOMPSON. Including the Wyatt firm that Mr. Bone was
affiliated with at that time.

Ms. BREATHITT. With respect to my wonderful father, he has
been associated with the Wyatt firm for a number of years, as
counsel on a fixed-priced salary, and a rather low one at that. He
wanted to be able to come and go as he pleased in his retirement

1Listing of contacts between Commissioner Breathitt and Charles Bone appear in the Appen-
dix on page 699, Vol. IV.
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years and did not share in any of the profits of the firm. He has
since retired and has no financial arrangement with the firm and
has not had for a year.

With respect to the California energy crisis and whether or not
there was a relationship with Enron lobbyists, I don’t know how
Mr. Bone and/or Mr. Hayes accounted for the contacts, but the trip
that I made to Nashville in August was a vacation day that I recall
I went to visit my aunt and uncle, had lunch with my nephew, and
I did visit the Gore campaign that day and saw Charles and John-
ny, who gave me the tour of the Gore campaign. But that was a
day that I went to Nashville to visit my aunt and uncle and have
lunch with my nephew, as well. I grew up 70 miles north of Nash-
ville and it was a town that I frequented a lot.

Senator THOMPSON. I might say, Mr. Bone’s memo,! which we
will make a part of the record, also says that you wanted to make
sure you emphasized that you were in Nashville visiting family.

Ms. BREATHITT. I don’t know what he said, but I do have family
there and have had for 50 years.

Senator THOMPSON. That is consistent with what you said. That
is my point.

Ms. BREATHITT. Yes. The Enron contacts that I have disclosed
were ones that I had records of. We don’t keep telephone logs in
my office, and to the best of my recollection, I disclosed to the Com-
mittee everything that we had records of and that I could remem-
ber. Enron and Enron’s lobbyists, the times spent that I talked to
them were very disappointed that I had not been a proponent of
mandatory RTOs.

Chairman LIEBERMAN. Just define RTO for the record.

Ms. BREATHITT. Regional Transmission Organizations. They were
very interested in having mandatory RTOs having unfettered, open
access through the transmission lines. They were very interested in
having a single transmission tariff. They were a big proponent of
unbundled retail sales, and I have probably been the most reticent
member of the Commission on those issues.

With respect to California, on the December 15, 2000, order that
you referenced, Senator Thompson, we began and continued in suc-
cessive orders putting in price controls, each one going further than
the one before, and that particular order also eliminated the tariff
for the power exchange, which, in some regards, one of the Enron
trading strategies called “Fat Boy,” which was a strategy to sell
power when the IOUs under-scheduled their load, that was im-
pacted when the Commission instituted an under-scheduling pen-
alty back in December 2000 when we eliminated the California
power exchange and put in that under-scheduling penalty. We also
allowed resources owned by the IOUs to directly serve their own
load rather than selling them through an exchange.

In all of the ensuing orders, we continued to go further with our
price controls, and in April 2001, we adopted a “must offer” provi-
sion, which has been considered the regulatory response by the
three-member Commission at the time, that had the most positive
effect in controlling the California energy collapse and the high
prices, and that was the April 2001 order.

1The Bone memo, dated February 6, 2002, appears in the Appendix on page 734, Vol. IV.
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It was around that time that we began to consider capping the
whole Western market and it was, I believe, my idea for all of us
to go to Boise and talk to Western members about whether we
should extend our price plans and price caps West-wide. We came
back and we did so in June, and when my new colleagues joined
me and Commissioner Massey at the time, it was the June order
that was in the process of being written when they came that
furthered the price controls.

So I would like an opportunity to, Senator Thompson, to look at
this document and be able to respond to it. It is difficult for me to
do so today when it has just first been handed me, but

Senator THOMPSON. I might say, Ms. Breathitt, and you will have
all the time that you want, that it is true that we asked you for
these contacts and asked you in a supplement and you responded.
We have many more here than what you responded to, but it is un-
derstandable that the firm would have better records and more
complete records than a commissioner would. I understand that.

I am trying to establish some basic points here without casting
aspersion on you, certainly not your father or your father’s firm. He
is a distinguished public servant. But this is relevant information,
and if I can do it in a short fashion, I will try to do so.

What seems to be the case is that Enron, and I am looking again
at one particular memo that I hopefully will make a part of the
record, from the firm and Mr. Bone,! that apparently Enron went
to Mr. Hayes and Mr. Hayes went to the firm and they wound up
representing Enron. The firm did some work for Enron with regard
to TVA and Mr. Hayes and Mr. Bone in the firm did some work
with regard to FERC.

So let me see if we can establish it by the numbers here. It is
accurate, anyway, Mr. Bone was a partner in the Wyatt law firm,
is that correct?

Ms. BREATHITT. Yes, and he was at the time, and Mr. Bone has
been a friend of mine for a number of years, and I don’t know how
he recorded our phone conversations, but during that time, I have
to assume that a lot of them were more than likely political in na-
ture.

Senator THOMPSON. Well, there are several—I can understand
that. Mr. Bone has been a friend of mine for a number of years.
If you look here, there are a number of phone conversations, very
few of them are with Mr. Bone alone. They are Mr. Bone and Mr.
Hayes; Mr. Bone and Mr. Hayes and Mr. Shapiro, who is with
Enron; Mr. Bone, Mr. Hayes, and Mr. Delaney, who is with Enron;
Mr. Bone, Mr. Hayes——

Ms. BREATHITT. I don’t know a Mr. Delaney, and I

Senator THOMPSON. Telephone conference with Commissioner
Breathitt with Charles Bone, Johnny Hayes, and Mr. Delaney, Oc-
tober 19

Ms. BREATHITT. I don’t know who that is.

Senator THOMPSON. OK.

Ms. BREATHITT. And I don’t recall conference calls.

Senator THOMPSON. What about Stan Horton with Enron?

1The Bone memo, dated February 6, 2002, appears in the Appendix on page 734, Vol. IV.
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Ms. BREATHITT. Stan has been in my office to see me as head of
the pipelines

Senator THOMPSON. As he has other commissioners, I am sure.

Ms. BREATHITT. We have numerous courtesy visits. But I—I don’t
know how—I have talked to Stan on the phone. He has also been
in my office numerous times.

Senator THOMPSON. Steve Kean.

Ms. BREATHITT. I have known Steve since I was a State commis-
sioner in 1993. He was very prominent at NARUC meetings and
did State regulatory work.

Senator THOMPSON. Linda Robertson.

Ms. BREATHITT. Linda Robertson ran their Washington office and
has come to see me in my office. I don’t recall ever talking to her
on the phone

Senator THOMPSON. Kathleen Magruder.

Ms. BREATHITT. I don’t know who Kathleen Magruder is.

Senator THOMPSON. She is with Enron, also, but you can’t testify
to what you don’t know, but Mr. Bone’s, the firm’s records indicate
that all of these conversations—most all these telephone con-
ferences, is the way they describe them anyway, had to do with,
often with Mr. Hayes, often with one or more of these other Enron
people, which gets down to the point, is it fair to assume that these
Enron—and you know during this period of time, August 2000
through 2001, Mr. Bone was representing Enron and the firm was
representing Enron, were they not?

Ms. BREATHITT. I don’t know when Mr. Bone started rep-
resenting Enron, because

Senator THOMPSON. Well, you know it is some——

Ms. BREATHITT [continuing]. I just don’t—yes, he did disclose
that to me.

Senator THOMPSON. And you know Mr. Hayes was, although he
is not a lawyer, he was representing Enron?

Ms. BREATHITT. I don’t know about Mr. Hayes representing——

Senator THOMPSON. Well, he was talking to you on behalf of
Enron, was he not?

Ms. BREATHITT. He was with Mr. Bone twice when we had din-
ner, but I don’t know what his relationship was with Enron.

Senator THOMPSON. Well, according to their records here, over
that period of time, there are either nine telephone conversations
or meetings that involved Mr. Hayes. During that time, do you re-
call the subject of Enron ever coming up?

Ms. BREATHITT. Yes.

Senator THOMPSON. And, of course, it came up with regard to Mr.
Bone and, I assume, these other Enron lobbyists? That is all I am
trying to establish.

Ms. BREATHITT. Yes. I have——

Senator THOMPSON. Everybody has got their pitch to make and
they were making theirs and this was before a lot of the problems
that we now know Enron had were surfaced.

Ms. BREATHITT. Yes, and I don’t think I was one of Enron’s most
popular commissioners.

Senator THOMPSON. Well, that

Ms. BREATHITT. I didn’t share a lot of their points of view and
philosophies.
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Senator THOMPSON. I am making no assertions about that. Were
you aware of the fact that—well, you were aware of the fact, I as-
sume, that the Wyatt law firm was being compensated for their
work. Were you aware of how much they were being paid?

Ms. BREATHITT. No, not at—I was not.

Senator THOMPSON. Were you aware that Mr. Hayes was being
paid by the law firm——

Ms. BREATHITT. No.

Senator THOMPSON [continuing]. For the work that he was doing?

Ms. BREATHITT. No.

Senator THOMPSON. Let me hand you a copy of a fax and a copy
of, I don’t know if the staff can give that to Commissioner
Breathitt, a fax apparently from you to Charles Bone in August
2000.1 Now, the accompanying letter where Governor Patton is rec-
ommending you for Chairman of FERC——

Ms. BREATHITT. Yes.

Senator THOMPSON [continuing]. Is dated August 23, 2000. Do
you recall when you faxed—apparently, you faxed a copy of that
letter to Charles Bone. Do you recall when that was, because the
date is not reflected on the fax.

Ms. BREATHITT. No, I don’t.

Senator THOMPSON. Do you——

Ms. BREATHITT. In August—no, I don’t. August of—let me see
what this is.

Senator THOMPSON. This letter, I might state while you are look-
ing at that, this letter is a recommendation from Governor Patton
to President Clinton. It says, “I am writing you about a matter con-
cerning a citizen of the Commonwealth, Linda Breathitt, having
been appointed by you on October 24, 1997, and confirmed by the
Senate. She is a sitting Commissioner,” and then he says, should
the chairman leave the Commission before his nomination is con-
firmed, “I would urge you to appoint Linda Breathitt to be the next
FERC Chairman,” native Kentuckian, excellent choice for a num-
ber of reasons, goes ahead and gives your experience there as
chairman of the Kentucky Public Service Commission, outstanding
service on FERC and what not.

So the governor was recommending you for the chairmanship
and you sent a copy of that, apparently, to Mr. Bone. What was the
purpose of your doing that?

Ms. BREATHITT. I don’t—I am not arguing that I sent it, because
here is the fax cover sheet, but I don’t recall why I would have sent
it to Mr. Bone.

Senator THOMPSON. Well, you said a lot of your conversations
were political, and we know, of course, that before the election, dur-
ing this period of time, Mr. Hayes was the treasurer of the Gore
campaign and Mr. Bone was actively involved in it. If you look on
his website, he, of course, points out that he has been very active
with Mr. Gore for a long time. I can only assume that you were
trying to get Mr. Bone to assist you with this nomination to be
chairman, would that be a fair assessment?

1Communication from Commissioner Breathitt to Charles Bone, dated August 23, 2000, ap-
pears in the Appendix on page 781, Vol. IV.
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Ms. BREATHITT. I don’t remember sending this, but I am sure I
did because there is a fax cover sheet that is in my handwriting.
But it is known to many people that Mr. Bone and Mr. Hayes, as
being from the same city as Mr. Gore, were well known to him.

Senator THOMPSON. When did you become aware that Mr. Bone
and the Wyatt firm was representing or was going to represent
Enron?

Ms. BREATHITT. Sometime in the latter part of the year 2000.

Senator THOMPSON. Well, Ms. Breathitt, you had 21 conversa-
tions or meetings with Mr. Bone from August 2000 to December 8.
The files indicate that

Ms. BREATHITT. But I don’t—see, there is an entry here that I—
I have no idea who a Mr. Delaney is. What if these were about me?

Senator THOMPSON. Well, is there anybody else on either of those
two pages who you do not recognize, other than Mr. Delaney?

Ms. BREATHITT. But what if—I am not—I don’t know if I had
conversations on all these days. What if they could have been about
me?

Senator THOMPSON. Well, no. These are records that the law firm
has submitted to this Committee——

Ms. BREATHITT. Oh, but there

Senator THOMPSON [continuing]. Which indicate law firm con-
tacts with you. That is what they purport to be. One of the records
that they sent was an August 1, 2000, letter confirming recent con-
versations with Enron, that the firm had about representation of
Enron with regard to TVA. Then there is another letter of August
22 concerning representation of the Wyatt firm for Enron with re-
gard to development of policies at the DOE and the Federal Energy
Regulatory Commission.

Ms. BREATHITT. We don’t regulate the Tennessee Valley Author-
ity.

Senator THOMPSON. I understand that. That is why I didn’t un-
derstand our previous witness’s testimony that he thought all these
contacts with you had to do with TVA. That wouldn’t make much
sense, would it? It certainly, and again, I am not casting aspersion
because of this. Enron was very active and they had contacts with
everybody that they could have contacts with. Here, they chose to
go a particular route that had to do very close to you in terms of
the law firm affiliation and all, long-term friends and your father’s
affiliation with the firm.

But I would think that we could agree that they were, from Au-
gust 2000 through at least the end of 2001, that representatives of
the firm and Enron were talking to you from time to time about
Enron matters. Isn’t that the clear import of this?

Ms. BREATHITT. Yes.

Senator THOMPSON. All right.

Ms. BREATHITT. And as I mentioned, I have been the most reti-
cent, least philosophically attuned to where Enron was going, in
my opinion

Senator THOMPSON. I can appreciate that, because there are a lot
of people with regard to the administration who try to point out
time and time again that they did exactly the opposite of what
some of these people wanted them to do, but that does not keep
them from having to do investigations for several months.
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Ms. BREATHITT. That is right. And I certainly am not faulting
your being critical of this inquiry and line of questioning because
I think it is appropriate to get any lingering questions or concerns
addressed that the initial questionnaire, as we were calling it at
FERC, that we received in March, be discussed.

But there were numerous contacts by Enron over the 5 years
that I was there, and I am certain that colleagues of mine, former
and present, have had Enron contacts, as well, because they came
to see us frequently. They were an aggressive company and they
were not shy about advocating what they wanted with respect to
what was legal to talk about, and pending matters are not permis-
sible to discuss.

Senator THOMPSON. Well, Mr. Bone says in his memo of your
meeting in Nashville that the FERC will be responding today to
the request of President Clinton and Secretary Richardson. FERC
will be very responsive to the crisis with investigations in Cali-
fornia and possibly hearings in California. Linda did not want to
address the issue specifically today, but indicated she would be
pleased to meet with us in Washington at an early date. She is
very impressed with Steven Kean and spoke highly of him.

Ms. BREATHITT. Yes, I have known, as I mentioned

Senator THOMPSON. I might add this. She acknowledged that this
is not a partisan issue in any way and is very conscientious about
trying to solve the crisis. Is this a fair

Ms. BREATHITT. Yes.

Senator THOMPSON [continuing]. Recounting of the meeting, do
you think? All right.

Ms. BREATHITT. It was not a lengthy meeting. I was taking a
vacation day to go see relatives, have lunch with my nephew. I
wanted to see the Gore campaign. I had never seen a Presidential
campaign in operation, and they were both friends of mine, and I
considered it an informal trip to Nashville with multiple reasons.

Senator THOMPSON. Well, I think any time you have an oppor-
tunity to go to Nashville, you ought to take it, would be my feeling.
[Laughter.]

Mr. Chairman, I have no further questions. I would think it
would be appropriate for all of our sakes to make a part of the
record these documents that we have been referring to that came
from the Wyatt law firm. I hate to get into the details of any one’s
records or firm’s records, but I believe that they all have to do with
the issues that we have been dealing with here today. Perhaps, if
you would prefer, staff could get together and agree upon a submis-
sion to make sure that no privacy is unnecessarily violated. But I
do think the basic documents would be well served to make a part
of the record and let them speak for themselves.

Chairman LIEBERMAN. Senator Thompson, I have no objection to
that and I think I would like to take you up on your offer that our
staffs get together, and I think in fairness to Commissioner
Breathitt, we ought to have similar responses to the question-
naires, including, by Mr. Berick’s recollection, Commissioner
Brownell, Commissioner Massey, both of whom had contacts with
representatives of Enron, as well. I think, Commissioner Wood, you
indicated that you had not after you came onto the Commission,
but in any case——
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Mr. Woob. I did, a few.

Chairman LIEBERMAN. You have? OK. Then in fairness, we ought
to agree on some system for reflecting——

Senator THOMPSON. I agree with that.

Chairman LIEBERMAN. Thank you.

Senator Levin, I suppose it is appropriate to begin by congratu-
lating you on your reelection.

Senator LEVIN. Thank you so much, Mr. Chairman.

Chairman LIEBERMAN. Though you return with me in the Minor-
ity, nonetheless, maybe that makes it even a happier turn of events
that you did come back, so we get ever closer to that magic num-
becll". Anyway, welcome. Thank you for taking the time to be here
today.

OPENING STATEMENT OF SENATOR LEVIN

Senator LEVIN. Thank you. I am delighted to be back here with
Senator Collins, if I may take the liberty of saying so.

Chairman LIEBERMAN. Yes, indeed.

Senator THOMPSON. Already buttering her up. [Laughter.]

Senator LEVIN. Mr. Chairman, I have an opening statement
which I would ask to be included in the record.

Chairman LIEBERMAN. Without objection.

PREPARED STATEMENT OF SENATOR LEVIN

The Enron scandal continues to teach us painful lessons about corporate mis-
conduct and the need for government action to police our markets, protect con-
sumers and investors, and punish corporate wrongdoing.

The Enron scandal began by exposing dishonest accounting at a number of major
U.S. companies that, unbeknownst to most, had begun to eat away at the reliability
of their financial statements. It has since exposed the conflicts of interest that have
made investors distrust investment reports issued by leading U.S. financial firms.
It has exposed how those firms have become willing participants in shell companies,
phony trade deals, and complex financial transactions used to inflate earnings, hide
debt, and increase stock prices. And Enron has exposed how, all too often, corporate
executives have walked away from corporate disasters with millions in their pock-
ets, often from exercising stock options, while pension funds, investors, employees,
and creditors have lost everything.

Today’s hearing provides another painful lesson in corporate abuse. The spotlight
today is on U.S. energy markets and how lax government oversight failed to protect
U.S. consumers and markets from false data and price manipulation by corporate
wrongdoers.

Energy companies today are reeling from media reports of deliberate market ma-
nipulation, round-trip trading, and bogus derivatives that are really bank loans.
These allegations are not confined to Enron, but have spread to other energy compa-
nies as well. Prominent energy firms have seen their credit ratings slashed, their
profits collapse, and their stocks nosedive. Employees are being laid off by the tens
of thousands. Public trust in energy deregulation has suffered a serious blow.

While most of this market turmoil is attributable to corporate misdeeds, a portion
of the blame also falls on the shoulders of regulators who failed to police the energy
markets. Those markets have undergone sweeping change over the last decade,
moving from a system of highly regulated monopolies to one that is supposed to
incorporate market-based competition. But market-based systems are not auto-
matically fair, efficient or honest, because there are always those who engage in de-
ceptive and unfair practices. That’s why it is the job of government to police the
markets, determine what is happening, and put a stop to those unfair or deceptive
practices.

We will hear today that the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission, FERC, has
not kept pace with the changes in the energy marketplace and has failed to ensure
just and reasonable rates as it is required to do.

While part of FERC’s inaction can be attributed to statutory limitations on what
it can regulate, another part comes from a hands-off approach to market-based pric-
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ing that resulted in FERC’s failing to detect significant market manipulation and
other corporate misconduct. And Enron is apparently not the only wrongdoer that
has evaded FERC oversight. News reports of possible misconduct by other major
U.S. energy companies have become commonplace. They include reports of company
traders’ giving false price data to reporting firms, companies engaging in billions of
dollars in phony roundtrip trades, and deliberate strategies to manipulate California
energy prices.

If we are to restore confidence in these circumstances, we need a re-invigorated
FERC that is explicitly dedicated to promoting transparent and fair energy markets,
safeguarding investors and consumers, and stopping corporate misconduct. FERC
has recently taken steps to rectify its shortcomings and strengthen its market over-
sight. Congress also has a role to play in clarifying and strengthening FERC’s over-
sight and enforcement authority. I congratulate our Chairman, Senator Lieberman,
for his efforts to shed light on these problems and to get us all to learn from the
lessons taught by the Enron scandal.

Chairman LEVIN. First, let me compliment the Committee and
its staff on a very detailed and objective report which really
deepens our understanding of what went wrong and how FERC
oversight needs to be strengthened in order to restore investor and
consumer confidence. Commissioner Brownell spoke of a $90 billion
loss of capitalization in the U.S. energy markets. That is a loss to
all of us.

To restore these investments and the confidence of investors in
the energy industry, we need a market that people are confident
is not rife with deceptive and unfair practices, and that means we
need a lot stronger market oversight by FERC, and I believe this
report and this hearing will contribute to that goal.

I want to start with Chairman Wood with the wind farm issue.
As you have indicated, Congress adopted a number of laws which
were aimed at encouraging alternative energy sources, such as
solar and wind power. One of those laws allows alternative energy
generators that are independently owned—not owned by a regu-
lated public utility or a utility holding company—it allows them to
charge higher rates for electricity and to sell all the power that
they want to public utilities, which must buy it at the higher rates.

Now, those benefits, higher rates and guaranteed electricity
sales, as you know, are supposed to go only to the qualified facili-
ties that meet the law’s requirements, the “QFs.” And those bene-
fits mean that every alternative power generator wants to be a
qualified facility, a QF, eligible to charge the higher rates.

We have heard the story of how Enron had three wind farms
that were in danger of losing QF status because Enron was buying
a public utility and then would become a utility holding company,
in turn, which meant that the wind farms would no longer meet
the law’s requirements to be independent of a public utility. We
heard how Enron, in order to help the wind farms keep their QF
status, supposedly sold them to a shell company called, I think it
is called RADR, that was allegedly independent of Enron.

That was 5 years ago. We now have found out that RADR was
not independent of Enron. It was secretly controlled by Enron offi-
cials, and both the Justice Department and the Securities and Ex-
change Commission have filed legal action against those Enron offi-
cials, Fastow and Kopper, for their actions regarding RADR.

The indictment of Kopper states that Mr. Kopper and other
Enron officials had “devised a scheme to enrich themselves and en-
able Enron to retain secret control over the California wind farms
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while appearing to maintain eligibility for QF status.” That is the
background.

Now, the hypothetical question. What if numerous public utilities
that owned alternative energy generators, like a solar or wind
power generator, sold their facility to a special purpose entity that
was owned or controlled by one of the utility’s senior officers? The
individuals who owned the facilities would not themselves be util-
ity owners. They would just be officers of the utilities. Would that
arrangement comply with the FERC regulations that require the
qualified facilities to be independently owned?

Mr. Woob. I don’t have an answer to that because I haven’t
thought about it, quite frankly, and looked at those regulations in
that light. I will be glad to do that and respond to you, Senator.

Senator LEVIN. Would you do that and get back to us? I think
you ?indicated there were about 9,000 qualified facilities, is that cor-
rect?

Mr. Woob. Nine thousand filings at FERC to certify or self-cer-
tify, yes, sir.

Senator LEVIN. And how many of those QFs are 50 percent
owned by public utilities?

Mr. Woob. Of the—I would think it should be none, if they are
not—

Senator LEVIN. None?

Mr. Woob. If they are not qualified, then they should not be eli-
gible for the benefits.

Senator LEVIN. Well, but you can be 50 percent owned by a pub-
lic

Mr. Woob. I am sorry. Can you ask that again, Senator?

Senator LEVIN. Sure.

Mr. Woob. I think I missed it.

Senator LEVIN. Apparently, you can retain your qualification to
be a QF provided you are no more than 50 percent owned by a pub-
lic utility.

Mr. Woob. That is how I read PURPA, yes, sir.

Senator LEVIN. So now my question is, how many of those QF's
are 50 percent owned by——

Mr. WooD. Or less.

Senator LEVIN [continuing]. Not more, 50 percent or less?

Mr. Woob. I will get back to you on that, too, sir.

Senator LEVIN. Well, about how many?

Mr. Woob. I would have no idea to even say if it is 10 percent
or 90 percent. I have no——

Senator LEVIN. Well, but shouldn’t you know?

Mr. Woob. I don’t know.

Senator LEVIN. I mean, given the experience we have had with
those wind farms, shouldn’t FERC know?

Mr. Woob. Well, if they are eligible, sir, I think that is not the
problem. But I don’t

Senator LEVIN. Well, it is a problem——

Mr. Woob. If they are 49 percent

Senator LEVIN [continuing]. Because we have SEC and we have
the Justice Department saying that can just be a sham ownership.

Mr. Woob. Right. That would be——

Senator LEVIN. So if we have——
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Mr. Woob. If you pierce the sham, it is clearly more than 50 per-
cent.

Senator LEVIN. But if you see a pattern that public utilities are
owning 50 percent of these QF's, isn’t it important, then, to see
whether or not, in fact, there is an independent QF or not?

Mr. WooD. Sure. Yes, sir.

Senator LEVIN. Shouldn’t you then be piercing some of the veils
here?

Mr. Woobp. I think so, but as I mentioned in my address to, or
in response to a question from Senator Lieberman, we have kind
of a front line for this effort, as well, that is, the company actually
paying the payment to the QF, and that would be a large utility
or a co-op or mostly large utilities, and the State commission stand-
ing behind that. So we do have other people that are helping us
in this effort and we have, in fact, used that trigger line up to now,
certainly, as really the first check for when we ought to look deep-
er, and we have in the past looked deeper at some of these that
were a little harder to understand.

Senator LEVIN. Yes, but that first check didn’t work.

Mr. Woob. It didn’t work here.

Senator LEVIN. And may not be working other places. So isn’t
there an obligation and responsibility to take some initiative to, at
least on a random basis, look at these QFs that may be 50 percent
owned, and then isn’t there some obligation on the part of you as
a regulator to see if that other 50 percent might not be some spe-
cial purpose entity that was created by that public utility?

Mr. Woob. I think that is a reasonable request, sir. Yes, sir.

Senator LEVIN. As of this moment, until you said that was a rea-
sonable request, there was no

Mr. Woobp. We have not done any further investigation of that
since we initiated the—we have the particular transaction that
came up with regard to these series of renewable facilities that
came forth, set for an enforcement trial as we speak, and I think
we will learn a lot from that effort as to how these transactions
were structured and that should certainly inform if we want to do
any further investigation of related transactions.

Senator LEVIN. I would hope that FERC would undertake a sys-
tematic review of these QFs, particularly the ones where there is
a significant percentage of the ownership which is in the hands of
a utility.

Mr. Woob. Of a utility, yes, sir.

Senator LEVIN. The whole self-certification troubles me, as well.
How many of these challenges have come—I think you said there
is a total of 16?

Mr. Woob. Twenty, or 16?

Senator LEVIN. Twenty?

Mr. Woob. I will take 16, if that is something we have got.

Senator LEVIN. Twenty. What you hope the market would auto-
matically produce would be people who have an interest in keeping
the prices lower would file the protest or the request for investiga-
tion. You have had 20 of the 9,000. Now, how many of those have
come from competitors and how many of those 20 have come from
consumer groups?
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Mr. Woob. I would—I do not know, the 16 or the 20, how those
break down, but I think primarily they are coming from the utility
who is paying the payment

Senator LEVIN. I didn’t mean the competitors, I mean the utili-
ties that are paying.

Mr. Woob. Right. That would be a competitor, I suppose, yes, sir.

Senator LEVIN. They have to file, don’t they, a filing fee there of
$16,000?

Mr. Woob. For a declaratory order for those, is that what—yes,
sir, that would be correct.

Senator LEVIN. And then, if they prevail, do they get that
$16,000 back?

Mr. Woob. I hadn’t thought about that. I don’t know. I could look
into that. I don’t know that we have got that.

Senator LEVIN. Take the consumer group out there

Mr. Woob. The State PUC certainly can file, as well.

Senator LEVIN. Right, but just take a consumer organization, a

ublic interest group or a consumer’s group. They may not have
g16,000, right? So for them, that is an impediment. What I am say-
ing here is I would hope FERC would be a lot more aggressive in
doing policing. Sometimes, the market will do the policing for you,
but sometimes it won’t. It seems to me you have got to be a lot
more aggressive, because you have a responsibility here to make
sure that there are just and reasonable prices that are charged by
utilities. That is the requirement of law, is that correct?

Mr. Woob. That is correct.

Senator LEVIN. It seems to me we already know the market does
not do that automatically. For a number of reasons, it does not do
it. First, you may have entities in there that are willing to, as the
Chairman said, go beyond what is legal, that are pushing the enve-
lope here, that are cutting corners. Second, you may have people
that are simply defrauding others. And then you have this financial
barrier also, the $16,000, which may not be a lot to a public utility
but could be to a consumer organization that wants to challenge it.

So it seems to me that you have that responsibility and you ac-
knowledge, I think in response to the Chairman’s questions, that
the staff report relative to those recommendations is a constructive
report and that you intend to carry it out. I would look forward to
this random sampling, as well, of these QFs in order to see wheth-
er or not there is a pattern here—that this is not a unique situa-
tion where there was a phony, a sham ownership of 50 percent that
was set up——

Mr. Woob. Right.

Senator LEVIN [continuing]. In order to make sure that the intent
of the statute is carried out.

I see the red light is on, so my time is up.

Chairman LIEBERMAN. Senator Levin, because of the small num-
ber of Senators that have been here today, we have been quite gen-
erous with time, so if you have a few more questions you want to
ask on this round, you are welcome to.

Senator LEVIN. I do, but I think I see Senator Collins looking at
me like she has another commitment to go to.

Senator COLLINS. I do, actually.
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Senator LEVIN. If that is all right with the Chair, let me yield
at this time and perhaps come back.

Senator COLLINS. Thank you, Senator Levin.

Chairman LIEBERMAN. Thanks.

Senator COLLINS. You read that correctly. [Laughter.]

Chairman LIEBERMAN. Senator Collins, congratulations to you,
both on your reelection and what I presume will be your, dare I
say, ascension to the Chairmanship. This is a wonderful Com-
mittee, which you have been just a superb member of, and you are
very prepared in every way, ability and honor, to be an excellent
Chair of the Committee and I look forward in my new capacity and
yours to working together with you to fulfill the mandate of the
Committee.

OPENING STATEMENT OF SENATOR COLLINS

Senator COLLINS. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I look forward to
continuing to work with both you and Senator Levin. We have been
partners on a number of investigations over the years and I am
sure I will enjoy working with you in my new capacity, as well.

Chairman Wood, I know that you would agree that consumers
are entitled not only to a well-designed market, but also one that
is carefully monitored for market power abuses, and I believe that
under your leadership, there are many encouraging signs that
FERC now understands that dual mission.

However, the potential profits from gaming a market in a neces-
sity for which there is often no short-term substitute would seem
to be so enormous that I can envision a scenario where the gamers
continually come up with new schemes and the regulators are con-
stantly scrambling to catch up with the latest innovative scam.

Why should consumers feel confident that we now have the abil-
ity to police the markets in a way that will prevent the kind of
gaming that has occurred, particularly when, although you have re-
quested additional authority and additional resources, you have got
to receive what you have asked for?

Mr. Woob. I think as to the last point, Senator Collins, I think
we can certainly, within the context of what we have got today,
move forward assertively on the market oversight, the monitoring.
We have the ability under current law today, if there is a violation
of a rule, some gaming incident that was in violation of a rule, that
any profits from that transaction could be remitted back to the cus-
tomer who paid them. Certainly in New England and New York,
in the Mid-Atlantic here, there are more sophisticated efforts that
have been underway in those more open markets for the last 5
years or so that do monitor these transactions on a transaction-by-
transaction basis and look at patterns and look at specifics and do
the spot audits that Senator Levin was talking about in a different
context.

So I do think, quite frankly, in the parts of the country where
we have moved to a more open market on at least the wholesale
level, where there are predictable rules of the road, where there
are independent institutions that oversee those regional market-
places, that there has been—not perfectly, to be sure, but there
have been, in large measure, a very responsible market, even in
times of relative scarcity because of the stress.
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It is important, however, to—I mean, there are two preconditions
in addition to oversight that we have got to have, which are infra-
structure, both the power plants, the power lines, the gas lines to
get it there, the abilities of customers to reduce their demand at
times of peak because they get a price signal, which I think we vis-
ited last summer. I was reviewing our transcript from you.

And then also balanced market rules, a good institution set up
to look at the rules. As a full Commission, about 4 or 5 months ago,
we put forth our vision in response to a lot of these issues, that
we do need a standardized approach toward markets that has a
lessons learned aspect to it, from what has worked well in markets
and what has not worked well.

But that is not a fixed-in-time process. I think we learn from
what has worked well in New England, in PJM, in Texas, Aus-
tralia, England, and other places. We learn what doesn’t work well
in those places and in California to craft a vision for the future
that, while it is getting a lot of vetting right now, I think it is abso-
lutely critical to make sure that we address your core issue, which
was how can we convince customers that they will be better off?
We have to actually do the full bore of the infrastructure rules and
oversight to make sure that works.

I do appreciate the attention of the Committee today toward the
oversight issues, but the infrastructure and the balanced market
rules are just as critical to making sure we have an effective mar-
ketplace for customers.

Senator COLLINS. Let me follow up with two questions, one on in-
frastructure and one on the consumer side. Let me do the consumer
side first.

One of our expert witnesses on the next panel tells us that much
more attention needs to be paid to the development of an active de-
mand side in electric markets so that consumers will be able to re-
spond to short-term swings in market prices. But I must say, cre-
ating a demand side in many ways seems to me to be equivalent
to talking about the weather. Everybody talks about it, but nobody
seems to be able to do anything about it.

Are there really, truly concrete, practical programs that can be
currently implemented to create a meaningful opportunity for con-
sumers to respond to price changes, and if so, what are they? The
average consumer has no idea when prices are going up and down.

Mr. Woob. Right.

Senator COLLINS. We have talked about having special meters
that perhaps large industrial users could use. I would like to get
your thoughts on that issue.

Mr. WooD. A great question. In fact, I will tip my hat to Tom
Welch from your State and Bill Nugent and then the other commis-
sioners in New England for—and Nora has been kind of our lead
on this, so if she wants to pipe in, feel free.

But we have engaged in basically a laboratory with FERC as the
wholesale regulator and the six New England States as the retail
counterparts to put together a demand side or demand response
initiative, to try to see how can we integrate this resource that we
need so bad. We need it like we need a new power plant in certain
regions of the country. It is that effective to basically check market
power on a scarce day or to avoid building a new power plant.
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Sometimes, you do not need new power plants if people have an in-
centive to reduce their demand at the summer peak, for example.

So the test case, the pilot project in New England, we have ap-
proved—oprior to this summer, we approved the first one in the
PJM, which is here in the Mid-Atlantic, demand response initiative
as a FERC-regulated item, as well, and we have got an item on
next week’s agenda dealing with that still. But the response to that
was mixed. I think it is certainly better than not having done it
at all, but I think of all the things in our kind of vision of the fu-
ture that are so critical to make work well so that this really does
deliver consistent benefits for consumers, the demand side is the
one with the fewest data points underpinning it. Even looking at
foreign countries, we don’t have a real clear market-driven demand
response.

You can certainly regulate them, where you are cutting checks,
as we are having in the PJM. You are basically paying people a
fixed amount—it is not very precise, but you are paying them a
fixed amount of dollars to shut off at peak.

Senator COLLINS. Commissioner Brownell, do you have anything?

Ms. BROWNELL. Yes. In fact, I met with some of the people work-
ing on the NEDRI project in New England, which is a wonderful
laboratory, by the way, lots of cohesive vision among the State com-
missions there, and they have come up with a number of sugges-
tions that I think will be implemented in the not-too-distant future.

But I think the important message that we took away from our
discussions during RTO and SMD development was there is agree-
ment that everyone needs demand side management, but no one
knows how to price it, no one is as familiar as they need to be with
the technologies, the real-time pricing technologies that will enable
customers, even the smallest customers, to manage these loads
more effectively.

And we treated them like programs. They are temporary. They
are pilots. They get enacted late. That was one of the problems in
PJM, that when we approved it in May, because it came in so late,
it was difficult for customers to really participate.

So we need to institutionalize them. We need to recognize there
is a real value. This is not something that you just throw subsidies
at. This is an important part of balancing the market and allowing
customers to speak. And you have probably heard me say before,
I think we have been very condescending about the ability of cus-
tomers to make buying choices, including to manage their electric
load. I think they are fully capable, and, in fact, in some of the ex-
periments we have seen, they are willing to do so.

So I think that the secret is, get the technology right, get the
pricing right, empower people, and make these an institutional
part of the market. There are lots of competing forces, of course,
for whom that is a very difficult concept to grasp. But I think we
are getting there and we will have some measurable results in New
England in the not-too-distant future.

Senator COLLINS. Thank you. Chairman Wood, I want you to pre-
tend that the Chairman of this Committee is not here for this next
question. There is a clear need for additional transmission, but I
am very concerned about the question of who pays for it.
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For example, last week, the system operator in New England an-
nounced that because Southwest Connecticut does not have suffi-
cient power to meet its demand, it needs a transmission upgrade
slated to cost at least $600 million. Now, some people have argued
that the cost should be borne not only by those who live in South-
west Connecticut, but by consumers throughout New England, and
I question the fairness of that approach, especially since Con-
necticut has the highest residential electricity consumption of any
New England State. Indeed, the average monthly household con-
sumption in profligate Connecticut is 711 kilowatt hours, compared
to just 479 kilowatt hours in thrifty Maine. [Laughter.]

Now, under these circumstances, is it fair to impose on the rest
of New England the cost of this upgrade, and similarly, a related
question would be, is it consistent with relying on market forces to
spur people to respond to higher prices? In other words, if people
in Connecticut are using an inordinate amount of electricity that
produces this need for a transmission upgrade, why should con-
sumers in Maine, who have limited their electricity use, have to
pay for part of that upgrade, and doesn’t that send us in exactly
the wrong direction as far as using market forces to control de-
mand?

Chairman LIEBERMAN. Forget all those nice things I said about
Senator Collins. [Laughter.]

Mr. Woob. This is actually in our standard market design rule-
making one of the most, I don’t want to say contentious, because
as you are, people are civil about this, but it is a gut issue about
cost allocation and cost responsibility following the people who
cause the cost to be incurred.

We had a full-day conference that we all sat in on with a lot of
what we call the very smart guys and gals from around the country
last Wednesday, in fact, on this issue of funding for transmission
expansions, and there was a curious alignment of people in the
deep South with New England about this approach, which is called
participant funding, which is more directly defined as “the bene-
ficiary pays.”

I think the take-away from that was, in a market environment
where you have price signals, which you have got certainly coming
in New England with the implementation of some new market
rules later this year, with proper rights being vested in trans-
mission rights, which we have in New England, New York, and
PJM, and an independent administrator, which you have certainly
got in New England, that it is a lot easier to allocate the cost and
identify the beneficiaries and allocate them.

So in your case, I think of all the places in the country, New
England, New York, and PJM are probably closest to being able to
discretely identify who the beneficiary is and then make sure that
that party pays for it.

The current policy, however, with ISO New England and with
the six States up there is kind of a split one, which was explained
to us pretty eruditely by Chairman Dworkin from the State of
Vermont, who was very kind to point out that they are always 5
percent of the total amount of load, and I don’t know if he is
thriftier than Maine or not, but he was definitely of a mindset that
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we ought to move to the more beneficiary pays approach on trans-
mission, but they are not there yet.

There is a two-part work. There are very big transmission facili-
ties there, spread over the region, because they are viewed as bene-
fitting the entire reliability of the region. If there are more local-
ized facilities, lower voltage, for example, that can pretty much
keep the power located in the neighborhood, then those are billed
directly too.

So I am not sure what the actual transmission needed in Con-
necticut would be, but I think under the current rules in New Eng-
land, some of that could, in fact, be spread across the entire region,
but some of it would also be direct billed to the people that take
service in that particular area.

So it is in transition in New England, from the world of just
dump it in the bucket and spread it over everybody, the peanut
butter method, to the more, I guess, precise method of allocating.
But it is not all the way there yet. For instance, Mr. Dworkin
pointed out from Vermont, we have “rolled in.” We, Vermont, have
paid for some of these upgrades in the Boston area, in central Mas-
sachusetts and in the Rhode Island area, but we haven’t built any-
thing in Vermont yet to get our fair share.

So I think when you are halfway through a policy of peanut but-
ter going to direct bill, you have got to make sure everybody got
their fair share of peanut butter the first time, and then you can
call an end and then move to the new system. So I think that is
going to be kind of hairy to work through, but I think we can get
there in New England, to that “beneficiary pays” system. But rec-
ognize that they are partly down the other road than the one your
question advocates and I think it is going to take some careful
unknitting of that garment to get it back.

So I think we will work with them and we will work with you
on that, and I think we certainly want to, at the core, get the need-
ed infrastructure in place. If we don’t have that infrastructure in
place on both the gas side and the electric side, even good old stur-
dy New England, which has an overbuild of 20 to 30 percent extra
generation, if they can’t get to where the customers are, it just as
soon not ever be built anywhere. So you have got gas coming in
from Nova Scotia, from Western Canada, from the South. I think
New England is set off beautifully as far as an energy future. We
just have to make sure the infrastructure is in place to bring it all
the way to the end-use customer.

So we will work on the cost allocations, and it is, admittedly, a
hairy issue right now, but it is something we can certainly work
through. But the core issue we want to really address through our
rulemakings is that the incentive be given to build in the first
place, because we do need it.

Senator COLLINS. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Chairman LIEBERMAN. Thanks, Senator Collins. I must tell you
that the proposal for paying for the new transmission to the South-
west part of my State was made by the ISO. But thus far, the ques-
tion of how this is going to be paid for has received very little at-
tention in Connecticut because there is a tremendous controversy,
as the Commission may know, about the siting, in other words,
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about whether additional transmission capacity should be built and
a lot of residents of various areas don’t want it to be built.

But it did sound to me like Commissioner Wood was suggesting
just the kind of independent, centrist, moderate solution that you
would typically [Laughter.]

Chairman LIEBERMAN [continuing]. Be sympathetic to. Anyway,
thank you.

I just have a last question of you, Commissioner Wood, and obvi-
ously, I appreciate Senator Collins’ questions—before that last
one—— [Laughter.]

Because they obviously say, not surprisingly, that she shares the
interest that I and other Members of both parties on the Com-
mittee have that FERC learn, as you have tried to do now, from
the Enron scandal and that we feel that you are being as aggres-
sive and sophisticated as the players out in the deregulated energy
market and that we have an obligation sometimes to push and
other times to support you, including with resources as best we
can.

My last question is that I gather that you have said somewhere
that you hope to complete FERC’s investigation into the California
and Western markets by next February. I always like deadlines
and I understand that there may be a degree to which the Commis-
sion is under some pressure, explicit or implicit, to reach a judg-
ment so that you can restore confidence in the markets, in some
of the companies involved, but I would just give this precautionary
word, which is that though we have concluded that Enron behaved
very badly here, and on the basis of that, we cannot conclude that
all the other participants in the energy markets in the West or
elsewhere behaved badly. We also don’t know that they didn’t.

I mean, at a certain point, obviously, you have got to decide that
it is over, but I want to urge you not to feel the pressure to reach
a conclusion before you really have the basis for reaching a conclu-
sion that the other significant players in the Western energy mar-
ket did not also act badly, because the worst thing, I think, from
FERC’s institutional point of view would be to have someone or
some entity afterward make a compelling case that some of the
other players out there gamed the system as much as we now know
Enron did.

Mr. Woob. Thank you for that. I think the main reason, Senator,
we embarked last January and February on setting up the inves-
tigation is there have been and continue to be lingering doubts
about what exactly happened in California, and we wanted to, I
think as I mentioned to your colleagues on the Energy Committee,
we want to really get as far down that food chain as we possibly
can to understand what happened. If there are bad actors, take
them out to the woodshed. As your question pointed out, there are
some good actors who the world doesn’t think are good that are liv-
ing under this cloud right now, and we are cognizant of the need
to lift that cloud.

It is a time line, quite frankly. I asked the lead of the investiga-
tion to tell me realistically how much time he needed to get
through all this effort and he said that the first anniversary of its
public starting would be sufficient time for them, and all the array
of consultants that we have from the outside working with them,
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to analyze terabytes worth of data to complete that effort and bring
it to the public so that they know what we know.

I appreciate that concern and welcome it, and we are not here
to make short shrift of a very serious topic, but to do a thoughtful
effort that you will be proud of, that we will be proud of, and that
t}ll)? customers of energy users in this country will think is respect-
able.

Chairman LIEBERMAN. I appreciate that. Thank you all very
much for your testimony, for your work.

We will call the third panel. I thank them for their patience.
Commissioner Massey, is your term ending soon, Commissioner
Massey?

Mr. MASSEY. My term ends in June 2003.

Chairman LIEBERMAN. Oh, you have some time. Commissioner
Breathitt, I thank you both for your service and we look forward
to continuing to work with you, Commissioner Wood and Commis-
sioner Brownell.

On this last panel, I want to welcome back and again thank you,
Dr. Paul Joskow and Dr. Frank Wolak. Both Dr. Joskow and Dr.
Wolak testified before our hearing last year on June 13, and that
was on the California energy crisis. We have asked them to come
back today to share with us their thoughts about the events that
have transpired since June 2001 and the lessons that we and
FERC should learn, particularly, of course, from the Enron debacle,
which happened, which collapsed officially or visibly after your tes-
timony here in June 2001. We greatly benefited from your testi-
mony on that occasion and we look forward to it now.

I thank you for your patience, and obviously, your full testimony
will be included in the record.

Dr. Joskow, please proceed.

TESTIMONY OF PAUL L. JOSKOW, PH.D.,! DIRECTOR, CENTER
FOR ENERGY AND ENVIRONMENTAL POLICY RESEARCH,
MASSACHUSETTS INSTITUTE OF TECHNOLOGY (MIT)

Mr. Joskow. Thank you, Senator Lieberman. It is a pleasure to
be here again. As you indicated, I last testified before the Com-
mittee in June 2001, and I thought it would be most useful for me
to update the comments and observations I made at that time in
light of 18 months of additional experience.

A lot has happened in 18 short months and my written testimony
contains a long list of lessons learned. I do hope it will be included
in the record.

Chairman LIEBERMAN. It will.

Mr. Joskow. I would like to highlight a few of what I think are
the most important lessons and then to offer a few comments about
how FERC is doing.

Creating well-functioning, competitive wholesale and retail elec-
tricity markets is a significant technical and institutional chal-
lenge. It is easy to do it badly and it is hard to do it well. Careful
attention to the details of electricity market design and supporting
institutions, drawing both on U.S. and international experience and
active involvement by and cooperation between Federal and State

1The prepared statement of Mr. Joskow appears in the Appendix on page 146.
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regulators in defining and implementing these details is very im-
portant.

Electricity’s unusual attributes also create unusual opportunities
to exercise market power and to engage in a wide range of behavior
to drive prices up to supra-competitive levels. If you doubted this
18 months ago, I hope that you are convinced now.

Good market designs and appropriate supporting contractual and
institutional arrangements can help to reduce the incentives and
ability of suppliers to drive up prices. However, that is not enough.
An effective, credible, and professional market monitoring and en-
forcement system must be in place to measure and evaluate market
performance, to identify actions necessary to improve market per-
formance where it is poor, to enforce market rules, and to punish
those who violate them.

At the same time, it is important to guard against counter-pro-
ductive regulatory initiatives that undermine the behavior and per-
formance of well-functioning competitive markets. Hard competi-
tion is to be encouraged, while unfair competition, unreasonable
levels of market power, and misleading or fraudulent presentations
of financial and market information must be mitigated by effective
oversight and appropriate sanctions when abuses are found. Find-
ing the right balance between regulating too little and regulating
too much continues to be an important challenge.

More broadly, I think, as we look out into the future of the elec-
tric power industry, it is going to be important to adopt policies to
support an evolution to an industry structure where merchant gen-
erators make most of their money by building and operating power
plants cheaply and reliably and selling most of their output under
longer-term contracts to financial intermediaries, to load-serving
entities, and directly to large consumers. That is, we want to de-
sign markets so that firms earn their money by being the lowest-
cost suppliers, rather than being good at engaging in behavior to
increase price spikes and to game market rules.

In response to the events and revelations of the last 18 months,
public and investor confidence in competitive electricity markets
has been shaken and several States that planned to introduce re-
structuring, wholesale and retail competition initiatives have de-
layed or suspended their programs. Unless the credibility of the
markets, the market participants, and those who regulate them is
restored, it is unlikely that there will be support from additional
States to extend electricity restructuring and competition initia-
tives or that capital will be forthcoming at a reasonable cost to pay
for needed investments in generating capacity and vitally needed
transmission infrastructure. A credible commitment by FERC to
protect consumers from poor wholesale market performance is a
necessary condition to restore public confidence.

In my June 2001 testimony, I was extremely critical of FERC’s
responses to the California electricity crisis, and I have reproduced
some of those criticisms in my written testimony here. While there
is plenty of blame to go around for those events, it is quite clear
that FERC did too little and acted too late to avert the crisis. The
question is, has anything changed, and I think the answer is yes.

I think that FERC has made a lot of progress in the last 18
months under Chairman Pat Wood’s leadership and has responded
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positively to the criticisms that I made in mid-2001. I am generally
pleased with the tone that has now been set at the top, the institu-
tions that are being created to monitor electricity and gas markets,
and with the electricity market reform initiatives that have been
undertaken.

The Chairman and the other FERC commissioners have repeat-
edly made it clear to market participants that they are committed
to creating well-functioning, competitive wholesale markets and
that they will not tolerate efforts to manipulate prices, violate mar-
ket rules, engage in fraud and other market abuses, and they have
taken some actions to show that they are serious about these com-
mitments.

However, as Commissioner Massey said a little while ago, the
proof is in the pudding. Several important investigations and
rulemakings are in progress and their outcomes and consequences,
necessarily, remain uncertain. Institutional cultures also can take
a long time to change. Only time will tell whether this view at the
top has been fully institutionalized within the agency and whether
FERC delivers on its renewed commitment to mitigate market
power, punish those who violate market rules, and ultimately to
adopt sound policies that improve electricity market performance.

Let me just end, if I could have 10 more seconds——

Chairman LIEBERMAN. You can take a little more time, if you
want.

Mr. Joskow. I have been working on electric power regulation
and industry restructuring and competition for 30 years, and I
really want these reforms to work. It is especially important for us
in New England. We have gone very far down this path. Clearly,
this was a much more difficult initiative than many had antici-
pated, but I do feel, finally, that we have leadership at FERC that
is taking these challenges very seriously. While I don’t agree with
all of their proposals, I do very much hope that we will all encour-
age them to continue the efforts that they have begun in the last
12 or 18 months. Thank you.

Chairman LIEBERMAN. Thanks, Dr. Joskow.

Dr. Wolak, welcome back and thank you for being here.

TESTIMONY OF FRANK A. WOLAK, PH.D.,'! DEPARTMENT OF
ECONOMICS, STANFORD UNIVERSITY

Mr. WoOLAK. Senator Lieberman, thank you very much for the op-
portunity to appear before you. Although my oral comments focus
on the lessons learned from the California crisis, my testimony also
provides a diagnosis of the crisis and the interventions that led to
its solutions.

At the start, I would like to emphasize that the California crisis
was not a market failure but a regulatory failure, and con-
sequently, the key to preventing future California crises or even
Enron bankruptcies is for the Federal Energy Regulatory Commis-
sion to focus on regulating rather than simply monitoring whole-
sale energy markets.

Under the former vertically integrated regime, aggressive whole-
sale market regulation was largely unnecessary because State reg-

1The prepared statement of Mr. Wolak appears in the Appendix on page 159.
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ulators were the primary line of defense for consumers. They set
the retail prices that the utility could charge for all its customers,
and this effectively set the maximum wholesale price at which a
utility could produce or purchase power. And in addition, the inte-
grated resource planning process between State regulators and
utility insured that the utility had sufficient energy capacity in
generating facilities or long-term contracts to meet its load obliga-
tions.

But as the events in California from May 2000 to June 2001 visi-
bly demonstrate, if all electricity is purchased from a wholesale
market, State regulators have little, if any, ability to control whole-
sale prices. The wholesale market regulator is the primary line of
defense for consumers, and under this market structure, light-
handed wholesale market regulation can lead to enormous con-
sumer harm.

As discussed in detail in my written testimony, there was no
shortage of effective market monitoring in the California market
from the time it started in April 1998 to the present. Both the Cali-
fornia Power Exchange and the ISO had their own internal market
monitoring units, and the PX and ISO each had independent mar-
ket monitoring committees overseeing the performance of the mar-
kets, and all of these entities, as David Berick discussed, had pre-
sented reports starting in the summer of 1998 on the performance
of the California market, documenting the exercise of market
power.

What allowed the California crisis to occur was the fact that
none of these entities had the authority to implement market rule
changes or penalty mechanisms to limit the incentive suppliers had
to exercise unilateral market power or violate California market
rules. Consequently, the California crisis occurred not because of a
shortage of observers with radar guns recording the speed of cars
on the highway, it occurred because of a lack of traffic cops writing
tickets and imposing fines on cars that exceeded the legal speed
limit.

Only FERC has the authority to implement market rule changes
and make the regulatory interventions necessary to improve mar-
ket performance. Consequently, it should concentrate on designing
proactive protocols for rapid regulatory intervention to correct mar-
ket design flaws as quickly as possible and order refunds as soon
as unjust and unreasonable prices are found. In this regard, I have
four recommendations I will briefly outline.

First, FERC must provide a transparent definition of what con-
stitutes unjust and unreasonable prices in the wholesale market.
These markets have been in existence in the United States for
more than 4 years and FERC has still yet to provide such a defini-
tion. This makes the job of market monitor much like that of a
snipe hunter at summer camp. The camper is given a burlap bag
and a flashlight and sent out into the night to look for a snipe, but
no one has ever told him what a snipe looks like. For the exact
same reason that no camper has ever caught a snipe, it’s impos-
sible for the market monitor to ever find the evidence of unjust and
unreasonable prices to bring to FERC’s attention because it has
never been told by FERC what those are.
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This FERC policy creates unnecessary regulatory uncertainty
and increases the likelihood of a California crisis in another part
of the United States. Setting a transparent ex ante standard for
what constitutes unjust and unreasonable prices is substantially
less difficult than doing what FERC is currently attempting to do
in its refund proceedings.

Moreover, several parties have made detailed submissions to
FERC outlining suggested methodologies for such a standard, and
given its statutory mandate to protect consumers and the growing
evidence that all suppliers possess significant market power under
certain conditions, what FERC really must address is whether—es-
sentially, the concept of harm, specifically, what wholesale prices
reflect sufficient market power for a long enough period of time
over a long enough geographic area to justify being called unjust
and unreasonable and, therefore, worthy of regulatory intervention.

My second recommendation is that FERC should also specify in
advance what regulatory intervention will occur if this standard is
violated with as much clarity as possible. If all market participants
are able to construct the index used to determine prices are unjust
and unreasonable, then the market will become self-regulating be-
cause participants can take unilateral actions to avoid this regu-
latory intervention, and in this way, there will once again be less
regulatory undertaint and less likelihood of a California crisis.

My third recommendation concerns FERC’s current methodology
for determining whether prices are unjust and reasonable and re-
funds are due. Specifically, in both public statements and many of
the statements made today, the commissioners have stated that it
must find the bad actors and punish them for causing unjust and
unreasonable prices. While I think it is important to find market
participants that violated market rules and take back their ill-got-
ten gains, as well as penalize them for their violation of market
rules, I think it is important, as emphasized in my testimony, that,
essentially, the legal actions of privately-owned firms to serve the
interest of their shareholders can result in the exercise of enormous
market power.

In short, there is no need for malicious or manipulative behavior
by any market participant for wholesale markets to produce unjust
and unreasonable prices, and moreover, the Federal Power Act
does not specify that prices must be the result of malicious behav-
ior by market participants in order for them to be deemed unjust
and unreasonable. It only requires that prices be unjust and unrea-
?ongble as determined by FERC and, hence, they must order re-
unds.

The final recommendation that I would like to make concerns the
necessity of comprehensive and accurate data on the physical char-
acteristics of plants, input, prices, and a variety of other character-
istics of the wholesale market. This is necessary for effective regu-
lation. And in particular, it is effective for demonstrating essen-
tially the first—it is very necessary for the process of determining
what are unjust and unreasonable and wholesale prices, and fi-
nally, I think, more important, it is necessary to provide tangible
evidence of how well FERC is doing in delivering the economic ben-
efits to consumers that they would not have received under the
former vertically integrated utility regime.



65

So, consequently, particularly during this initial period, FERC
should substantially increase and not reduce the amount of data it
collects from market participants if it would like to be an effective
and credible market monitor.

In conclusion, I would just like to emphasize that I think FERC
has made enormous progress over the last year addressing many
of these issues, but I also believe that a number of significant chal-
lenges remain, as I have discussed above, but I am confident that
with Chairman Wood at the helm, FERC will overcome these.
Thank you.

Chairman LIEBERMAN. Thanks, Dr. Wolak.

It is significant that both of you have been encouraged by the
last year under Chairman Wood’s leadership. I have to say that we
have been, too, although we think that a lot more has to be done,
and I guess you would agree with that, as well.

I was interested, Dr. Wolak, that you view the California crisis
not as a market failure but as a regulatory failure, and I do think
you are right. It strikes me that what we are all saying here, in-
cluding the commissioners, is that deregulated markets still re-
quire regulation. Perhaps we have to find a new terminology. In
other words, when we go from rate setting by a public authority
to rate setting by the market, there is still a need for the traffic
cop on the beat or on the highway. Do you both agree?

Mr. Joskow. Yes, Senator. I think maybe it is a different kind
of regulation. It is a function of establishing market rules, market
oversight, and identifying problems in the markets and finding
remedies for them that is quite different from the process of gath-
ering costs together and setting traditional public utility rates.

And I don’t think that is just true of electricity markets. There
is no such thing in a market economy like ours as completely un-
regulated markets. The New York Stock Exchange has market
rules. We have a regulator, the CFTC. There are a variety of rules
that govern many markets, and especially in the electric power in-
dustry, because of its unique characteristics and because it is in a
transition from an old system to what we hope is a new system,
but very much in transition. It is very important that regulators
play a role in monitoring and regulating the essential activities
they have to do to ensure that these markets perform well and
progress in the directions that we hope they will.

Chairman LIEBERMAN. Dr. Wolak, did you want to add anything?

Mr. WoLAK. Yes. I really think that you hit the nail right on the
head and that the way I like to characterize it is that the regu-
latory process evolved from something that is very lawyer- and ac-
countant-intensive to something that is very, I guess the best way
to say it is economist intensive, in the sense that what you are de-
signing is no longer just and reasonable prices through a regu-
latory mechanism and setting them. You are interested in setting
just and reasonable rules, in other words, setting up incentive
structures where the privately profit maximizing actions of the
market participants result in outcomes that you, as the regulator,
perceive as just and reasonable.

And in that sense, it really does require a tremendous shift in
how you think about doing your business as a regulator, and I
think many of the comments that were presented earlier today, em-
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phasize that fact, that it really requires a tremendous change in
how FERC thinks about its business.

Chairman LIEBERMAN. I thank you. Let me go back just a bit to
the history here, and Dr. Wolak, you were involved as a partici-
pant. Your market monitoring committee was providing reports to
FERC, raising concerns about the exercise of market power by
players in the Western markets going back, I believe, to 1998.
There were other participants, including the California Inde-
pendent System Operator, which, of course, operates the electric
grid in California, and the investor-owned utilities like Southern
California Edison that also were raising concerns.

But FERC did not seem to respond. When the prices began to
spike in 2000, they seemed genuinely to be surprised and they con-
ducted the investigation that I described long ago in my opening
statement today and talked about the danger of excess market
power being exercised, but didn’t find any particular players in the
market who were doing so.

As we now know, Mr. Belden, the Enron trader, now has ac-
knowledged participating in fraudulent trading schemes occurring
as far back as 1998. The California ISO in 2001 did an analysis of
15 companies, including Enron, showing that they exercised mar-
ket power excessively during the crisis. But throughout this, FERC
never initiated an investigation of the behavior of individual com-
panies and, in fact, didn’t start, as Commissioner Wood said, until
February of this year.

This just seems to underlie what you were trying to do earlier
in your role with the market monitoring committee. I wonder if you
can respond to that story, that series of facts that I have described,
indicate perhaps some of the information that you gave, the market
monitoring committee gave, to FERC during that period and indi-
cate whether you think that in the current reality under Commis-
sioner Wood, that having had the experience we have had, that
FERC’s reaction would be different.

Mr. WoLAK. Yes. This gets back to my major, what I would argue
is my single recommendation, is that you have to define what is
unjust and unreasonable prices in order to ever find it. So, effec-
tively, what the market surveillance committee that I chaired did
is we said, well, we haven’t been given any guidance what the
snipe looks like. So what we are going to do is essentially use eco-
nomic theory and standard economic methods to define what we
think it should be and then we are going to tell you that we think
that it—and then we are going to go look for it, and then that was
effectively what each of the reports did, was said this is what we
think the exercise of market power is, this is the extent to which
we think it is occurring, and then we presented that information
to FERC.

But, as I said, the difficulty was—there was no definition from
FERC given as to what would constitute the unjust and unreason-
able rates. It was much more of a “we will know it when we see
it,” and it took a long time to see it.

Chairman LIEBERMAN. Is that an area that Congress should
tread into, or is that really something we should push FERC to do,
that definition that you have just talked about?
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Mr. WoLAK. I think it is definitely the second one, of certainly
pushing them to do. I think they certainly have the capability to
do it and I, as I said in my testimony, have been provided with a
lot of input. I will freely admit, it is a difficult process, just in the
same sense of determining what are prudently incurred costs in a
regulatory hearing is a very difficult process.

The same sort of thing is true here, but that is why we have reg-
ulators. They make the tough decisions, and I think that is what
we need FERC to really do and that will, I think, provide this cer-
tainty to market participants to know, look, if things get this out
of hand, intervention is coming as sure as the sun will come up,
and in that sense, we will have a strong interest to working to
solve the problems, rather than what happened in California was
it was almost no end to the largess that was available to be taken
by essentially market participants, particularly once the State
started buying, because the State has the power to tax.

Chairman LIEBERMAN. So that definition has not really been
forthcoming yet?

Mr. WoLAK. No, unfortunately.

Chairman LIEBERMAN. And notwithstanding your encourage-
ment, and with the way Commissioner Wood and the Commission
has been going, you would say that remains the most significant
piece of unfinished business for them?

Mr. WoLAK. Yes. With that sort of metric in place, I think that
it becomes—then what you have given is teeth to the just and rea-
sonable rate standard in a wholesale market regime and you have
given clarity to it, so that I think it then enables the regulatory
process to function in a transparent manner around that.

Mr. Joskow. Senator, if I could just add to that, I think it is not
that complicated. Frank, I, and others have advocated basically de-
veloping a set of market performance indices that the FERC staff
would look at on a continuing basis to signal when markets seem
to be performing in ways that appear to be inconsistent with com-
petition. That doesn’t mean that there is necessarily a problem. It
does not mean there are necessarily bad actors. But it becomes a
signal for further investigation.

I think, quite frankly, the current effort to run around and try
to find evil doers is not the right way to do it. First of all, it is very
time consuming. It waits for complaints. I would rather see them
focus first on evaluating the performance of the markets in dif-
ferent parts of the country, and when they see what appears to be
a performance failure, to then trigger a more detailed investigation
of what is going on.

I will just give you an example with natural gas. In the fall and
early winter of 2000, natural gas prices delivered to California rose
to enormously high levels, levels no one had ever seen before. I
have no idea why it happened. I haven’t studied it. But I can tell
you, if I had been at FERC at that time, we would have done a
study, we would have done an investigation then, not now, but
then just to understand that was going on and not just to assume
that it must be the result of the interplay of supply and demand.
It might have been completely innocent, but an indicator like that,
when gas prices are ten times normal, should trigger the idea that
it requires further exploration.
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So I think it requires a change in mindset of a regulatory agency
that was used to respond to complaints and used to setting rates
based on accounting costs to one that really has to have an ongoing
feeling for what is going on in these markets and engaging in an
ongoing assessment of how these markets are performing. My hope
is that the new Office of Market Oversight and Investigations will,
in fact, develop this kind of capability in much the same way as
the self-regulating exchanges, like the New York Stock Exchange
and the CFTC, have protocols to look for unusual trading behavior,
and when they see unusual trading behavior, they will go and they
will investigate it. We need that kind of a mindset here.

Chairman LIEBERMAN. Let me just pick up on your last point and
ask you if you want to say any more about the Office of Market
Oversight and Investigations. As you heard, Mr. Berick said it was
a good step and didn’t think it was adequately staffed yet, but was
concerned also about whether—or let me put it another way—that
the creation of the office was not sufficient indication yet to show
that FERC understood that effective regulation is not just better
rules, but more active enforcement.

Mr. Joskow. I have been urging FERC to set up an office like
this since 1996, and the models I had were the Antitrust Division
of the Justice Department, the Federal Trade Commission, the
CFTC. So I am very pleased that they have taken the steps they
have to create an office with the kind of staff and the kind of goals
they have.

Obviously, as I said, the proof is in the pudding. We haven’t seen
yet what they are going to do and how they are going to perform,
so I think we need to continue to observe how this new office oper-
ates and performs. However, and I haven’t seen your report, when
I heard there were 250 people, my reaction was, that is an awful
lot of staff, not the opposite. I think the Antitrust Division, the
Economic Policy Office has about 40 professionals and the Federal
Trade Commission has about 40, as well. But I think we will just
have to evaluate over time whether FERC’s market monitoring of-
fice has the resources to make this happen.

I am more concerned about institutionalizing this perspective in
the agency. I don’t think it should be something that just depends
on Pat Wood. I mean, President Bush could appoint Pat Wood to
some other job, and I think we wouldn’t want this new perspective
and this new focus to be dependent on one individual. I think we
should be looking at whether Pat Wood and the other commis-
sioners are successful in bringing in senior managers and staff who
have this new view of what their jobs should be.

Chairman LIEBERMAN. Dr. Wolak.

Mr. WoLAK. Thank you. I just wanted to respond to the issue of
resources and the role of the new part of FERC, and that is that
I think one of the other lessons from the California crisis was that
these markets require day-to-day, on-the-ground monitoring, and I
think it is extremely difficult for the Office of Market Oversight
and Investigations to really get involved in that.

So what I guess I would say is I am not sure that they really
need more resources, but I just think that they need to delegate the
responsibilities for undertaking the duties that they are charged
with to the ISO market monitoring units and the like. In par-
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ticular, there are lots of—it is just many of the FERC orders, par-
ticularly during the 2000 period, reflected a misunderstanding of
many of the California market rules. This is clearly, I think, ex-
plainable by the fact that all these markets are very complex and
there is also 3,000 miles between Washington and California.

So that really, I think, the proper way to do it is to allow much
more discretion to the monitor at the ISO, and if you are worried
about independence, then you can certainly put restrictions on
that. But then have the Office of Market Oversight and Investiga-
tions handle the big problems and really set the policy for the other
monitors, because I think trying to get in, as Commissioner Wood
said, there are literally terabytes of data. You have to look through
it carefully, and if you don’t understand the real details of things,
you can really make a mess of it.

So in that sense, I think that the better way to go is the
hierarchial structure, where you are essentially delegating most of
the responsibility for the, if you like, dirty stuff to the ISO, where-
as FERC is setting the policy agenda and really listening to ap-
peals from the ISO.

Chairman LIEBERMAN. Thank you. Interesting.

Mr. Joskow. The standard market design rule that has been pro-
posed includes a requirement that each region have an inde-
pendent market monitor, and I agree with Frank. I think one of
the keys here is to find a way for the market monitoring and over-
sight people at FERC to interact closely with the market monitors
in the regions to give the market monitors in the regions substan-
tial discretion on a day-to-day basis and to have a very close work-
ing relationship with them.

Frank is probably too modest to say this, but his market surveil-
lance committee, as well as the market surveillance committee of
the California Power Exchange, wrote numerous reports identifying
problems in the markets long before 2000 and wrote numerous re-
ports and made numerous suggestions during 2000 and 2001 which
were largely ignored by FERC. And that is a problem, I think, that
really needs to be fixed. If we are going to have these market moni-
toring units, as I think we should, they have to be able to work in
a close, collaborative fashion with the staff at FERC, as well.

Chairman LIEBERMAN. I appreciate your pointing that out, and
I took that to be one of the conclusions of our staff report, as well,
and thank Dr. Wolak for what he did in that regard.

If T continue this hearing much longer, I will be accused of not
wanting to yield the Chairmanship, ever, by just keeping the hear-
ing going, so I will ask this final question. But your testimony has
been very substantive. As always, I wish we got you on earlier. But
it has affected us and we will circulate the record.

Coming out of the Enron scandal and particularly the crisis in
the Western energy markets, California, Oregon, Washington, etc.,
there has been a lot of second looking at energy market deregula-
tion generally. There are some States that had been on the way to
doing deregulation and have now pulled back. We talked about this
a bit just a few moments ago, but what is your counsel here? Am
I correct that neither of you would say that energy deregulation
was a bad idea, but that other kinds of regulation have to stay in
effect for it to work? You just can’t say, OK, no more rate setting
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and walk away. You have got to have the State trooper on the
highway, making sure people don’t go way over the speed limit.

Mr. Joskow. I think the changes that have been initiated to pro-
mote wholesale and retail competition in the long run can accrue
to the benefit of consumers, but it has to be done right. It requires
appropriate industry structures and restructuring. It requires ap-
propriate market rules, and it requires appropriate ongoing regu-
latory oversight and actions by FERC and the market monitors in
the regions.

I think, in a way, the Northeast is going to be a laboratory for
this. We are very far along down the path. We share a vision with
FERC for what wholesale and retail markets should look like. I
don’t think it would be unreasonable, if I were the governor of a
State like North Carolina or South Carolina or Georgia, to say, be-
fore we change our system, which seems to work pretty well, we
have low prices, reliable supplies of electricity, why don’t you guys
show us if you can make it work?

So I think the challenge I feel, both as an academic and as a cit-
izen of New England, is to work with public policy makers and the
market participants to demonstrate that these reforms can work to
the benefit of consumers, as it has in a number of other countries.

Chairman LIEBERMAN. Thank you. Well said. Dr. Wolak.

Mr. WoLAK. Yes. I would like to say it as we should have de-
mand pull restructuring rather than supply push restructuring, in
the sense of rather than FERC going out and saying, you must re-
structure your market and sort of forcing States kicking and
screaming into joining RTOs and the like, I think a better way to
go is exactly the way Paul Joskow suggested, is make sure you get
the markets that you currently have restructured working very
well so that then people look over and they say, I want some of
that. That is a market that works. That is delivering low prices to
consumers. I would like to join that RTO. I would like to get the
benefits that people who are located in that State are getting, rath-
er than the other way, where you are pushing States into it.

Another lesson I think we can learn from California is that if the
State infrastructure isn’t in place to support a competitive market
at the wholesale level, and by that I mean the retail market infra-
structure, then disastrous results can occur for the wholesale mar-
ket, which can impose significant consumer harm. So in that sense,
unless you have the States really working to cooperate, it really
makes FERC’s job much more difficult. So, therefore, certainly
given the point that we are at, a far superior, I think, strategy is
to make the ones that we have got work very well so that then peo-
ple in the other States will say, I will make the necessary changes
to make it work well in my market, as well.

Chairman LIEBERMAN. Well said. Once again, both of you have
contributed very significantly and substantively to the work of the
Committee. I thank you very much for your time and for your testi-
mony.

I am going to, without objection, make documents referenced in
the staff memo, such as have been designated by staff, part of the
public record, as was discussed earlier.

I do want to thank David Berick and the staff for the enormous
contribution they made in the report today. I know some of the



71

questioning took them off the four major cases that they had been
on, but I think the substance and constructiveness of the work
speaks for itself and I certainly heard Commissioner Wood and the
other commissioners welcome the work that was done here, even
accept some constructive criticism, and I am very hopeful that it
will be part of an ongoing effort by all of us to make our energy
markets deregulated as they are now, in that sense, nonetheless
function with some remaining oversight and monitoring to the ben-
efit of all concerned, particularly the consumers.

I will leave the record of the hearing open for a couple of weeks,
if any Members have additional questions to submit, and if so, we
will submit them to the witnesses.

With that, I thank you all and the hearing is adjourned.

[Whereupon, at 2:21 p.m., the Committee was adjourned.]






APPENDIX

PREPARED STATEMENT OF SENATOR BUNNING

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

The Governmental Affairs Committee started off the year holding hearings on
Enron’s collapse, so I suppose it is fitting that we end the year on the same note.

Today, we look at whether FERC could have done more to detect the corruption
and mismanagement at Enron.

Unfortunately, when you look at the Enron scandal, it appears that many people
both in the public and private sectors needed to be asking harder questions.

What is so shocking about Enron is that so many of the safeguards we have in
place all failed at the same time—both within the government and in the private
sector.

In June of this year, GAO issued a report on changes FERC needs to make to
be more effective in its oversight of competitive energy markets.

Among other things, the report mentions that FERC needs to make some signifi-
cant internal structural changes.

It also recommends that FERC hire more employees knowledgeable about these
markets as well as improving training of existing employees.

Finally, the report also mentions that FERC needs more legal authority to go
after those who engage in anti-competitive or illegal activities.

In his testimony, Chairman Wood listed the actions FERC is taking to address
some of these problems. Including working closer with other Federal agencies and
creating the new Office of Market Oversight and Investigations.

Similar to the GAO report, Mr. Wood also mentioned that FERC needs Congress
to increase its civil and criminal penalty authority.

If you can find a silver lining in Enron’s collapse, I suppose it would be that we
now have the opportunity to fix and strengthen our system of oversight.

We need to make the necessary changes to ensure there isn’t another Enron fi-
asco.

I would like to thank all of our witnesses who are here today to testify, and I
am looking forward to hearing from them.

I especially would like to say “hello” to a fellow Kentuckian, Linda Breathitt.

Thank you.

(73)
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EMBARGOED FOR PUBLIC RELEASE UNTIL TUESDAY, NOVEMBER 12, 2002

David Berick
Professional Staff Member, Governmental Affairs Committee
Testimony: “Asleep at the Switch: FERC’s Oversight of Enron Corporation”
Tuesday, November 12, 2002

Introduction

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. What I will describe to you this morning, as briefly as
I can, are findings from the Senate Governmental Affairs Committee’s majority staff
inquiry into the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission’s oversight, or lack thereof, of
the Enron Corporation. The findings I will highlight can be found in greater detail in the

accompanying staff memo being submitted in conjunction with today’s hearing.

At yéur direction, Mr. Chairman, in January 2002, the Committee initiated a
broad investigation into the role of the federal government and private sector watchdogs
in what was at the time the largest corporate bankruptcy in American history. The
purpose of the investigation was to determine whether, over a period of ten years prior to
Enron’s collapse, federal regulators did their job correctly and took reasonable steps,
consistent with their missions and mandates, to identify and if possible prevent the

problems that led to Enron’s implosion.
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In investigating the role of FERC, the federal government’s lead energy regulator,
the investigation identified four specific areas of concern: Enron’s sale and repurchase of
certain wind farms; the activities of Enron Online, the electronic trading platform run by
the company; transactions conducted between Enron and certain Enron-affiliated

companies; and the well-documented California power crisis of 2000.

As you will see, the evidence in all four cases reveals a consistent pattern. In the
face of Enron’s tireless determination to game the system, FERC displayed a striking lack
of determination to scrutinize the company’s activities. And this was not simply FERC
becoming another victim of Enron’s misrepresentations; rather, on a number of
occasions, FERC was provided with sufficient and specific information to raise
suspicions of improper activities - or had itself identified potentiai problems - but failed

to follow through.

In short, the record demonstrates an extraordinary lack of vigilance on FERC’s
part and a failure to structure the agency to meet the demands of the new, market-based
system that the agency itself has championed. While we do not know with certainty
whether the disclosure of any of the individual activities I will highlight here today would
have prevented Enron’s collapse, it seems highly likely that more proactive, aggressive
action by FERC would have limited some of the abuses that appear to have occurred,
raised larger questions about Enron’s trading practices and other business activities, and
exposed at least some of the cracks in Enron’s foundation earlier. Perhaps scrutiny by a

federal agency would have also jolted the Enron Board of Directors and Enron itself into
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acting to change direction. At a minimum, we believe it would have alerted investors,

analysts, and hopefully other regulators to look more closely at Enron.

Enron’s Lobbying Efferts and FERC’s Four Failures

FERC is an independent federal regulatory agency responsible for overseeing
America’s energy markets. As such, FERC had -- and continues to have -- jurisdiction
over Enron Corporation’s many energy subsidiaries and activities. There were at least 24
electric, 15 gas pipeline, and 5 oil pipeline subsidiaries or affiliates of Enron subject to
FERC regulation. Not surprisingly, then, FERC had thousands of contacts with Enron
over the ten-year period examined by Committee staff concerning Enron’s FERC-

regulated subsidiaries and affiliates.

In addition to these contacts with FERC, our investigation also uncovered
evidence of an aggressive public relations and lobbying campaign that Enron undertook
in 2000 and 2001 to defend its role in the California power crisis and to seek to influence
the composition, policies, and practices of FERC. Through public advertising and private
comrmunications with key decision makers in Washington, Enron’s campaign sought to
change the debate over the California crisis. After all, Enron was heavily invested in the
success of the deregulation of energy markets because it represented opportunities for
Enron’s energy trading and energy services businesses, as well as new market

opportunities in the United States and overseas. It was important to Enron, therefore, that
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the California crisis not be blamed on deregulation or market systems, in general, or on

the market players in a deregulated environment specifically.

Based on a review of the evidence, majority Committee staff has concluded that,
among the many Enron-related questions that came before FERC in recent years, four
stand out as egregious and cautionary examples of regulatory failure. In each case,
despite ample opportunity and available information, FERC failed to question, much less
challenge, Enron’s behavior. It is likely that this passive and reactive regulatory stance
enabled Enron to distort its financial condition, failed to protect energy consumers and
the energy industry, and failed to prevent or mitigate the ultimate effects of the

company’s collapse.

First, wind farms. In January 1997, Enron acquired a number of wind farm
projects that were considered “qualifying facilities,” or “QF”s, under federal law, and
were therefore eligible for special rate treatment -- meaning, they were allowed to charge

higher rates than those otherwise generally permitted.

Shortly after the acquisition of these wind farms, in August 1997, Enron
completed its acquisition of a public utility company located in Oregon -- Portland
General Electric (PGE). Under federal law, however, projects that are given special
status as qualifying facilities cannot be owned by a public utility or its holding company -
- meaning, more than 50 percent owned. Thus, because Enron now owned a public utility

company, the wind farm projects it had purchased would no longer be eligible for QF
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status. In order to maintain the QF status of the wind farms, Enron found it necessary to
divest itself of ownership interests in a number of these projects. In at least four cages,
however, it appears that Enron did not truly divest itself of ownership, and in fact

effectively retained the risks and benefits of ownership.

FERC has the responsibility to certify that ownership requirements and other
pertinent requirements for QF status are met. Critical details of these apparently sham
transactions were revealed to FERC. Rather than combing through the financial facts,
however, FERC failed to apply adequate scrutiny and wound up approving these

transactions.

I will take the events chronologically. In 1997, Enron sold a 50 percent interest in
each of three wind farm projects to a special purpose entity named RADR, allegedly set
up by Enron Chief Executive Officer Andrew Fastow and his deputy, Michael Kopper.

In Augusi, Mr. Kopper pled guilty to wire fraud and conspiracy to commit money
laundering based in part on a scheme he and others allegedly devised to enrich
themselves and enable Enron to maintain secret control over California wind farms while

appearing to maintain eligibility for QF status.

Minutes of a May 1997 meeting of the Finance Committee of Enron’s Board of
Directors indicate that, although the arrangement was expected to satisfy FERC’s
requirements for transfer of ownership, it was “not a sale for book purposes™ and that

Enron therefore planned to continue to recognize revenues from the projects. In addition,
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the minutes describe Enron’s right to repurchase the projects, noting that Enron would
retain a “call option to repurchase the assets in future and sell in ‘non-firesale’
environment” -- an indication that the company, forced to divest its interests in the wind
farms quickly because of its purchase of Portland General, was using the sales to RADR
to temporarily “park” the projects until it could obtain what it hoped would be more
lucrative financial returns. Financially, the minutes reveal that Enron provided 97
percent of RADR’s initial capital by way of a loan from one of its subsidiaries and that
Enron intended to indemnify RADR against future tax, environmental, and other

liabilities.

The nature of these wind farm transactions is further confirmed by a 2001
PriceWaterhouseCoopers “due diligence” report on another, related Enron transaction,
which notes that, because Enron “retained all the risks and rewards associated with the
projects” and retained an option to repurchase the shares, the wind farm deal was not
treated as a sale and revenue from the projects were accounted for as income from joint

ventures.

Information revealed to FERC in Enron’s formal applications for QF status
should have raised serious questions at FERC as to whether the wind farms’ ownership
arrangement entitled them to the special rate status. Among other things, Enron’s
applications stated that the company would loan RADR all the money to purchase its
interest in the wind farm projects; that an Enron affiliate would indemnify the owners of

RADR for certain tax liabilities; that Enron would retain an option to repurchase RADR’s
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interest in the projects; that the land for the facilities would be leased from an Enron
affiliate; and that the same Enron affiliate would receive fees for providing operation and

maintenance service to the facilities.

However, despite Enron offering up all of this information, FERC appears either
not to have understood or not to have tried to understand the financial arrangements
described to it by Enron, and it seems that this was not out of the ordinary for FERC’s
review of QFs. According to the agency’s staff, QF applications are generally reviewed
at the staff level by engineers or others with technical expertise to determine the facility’s
compliance with technical requirements, but not necessarily by anyone with financial

expertise.

A similar lack of meaningful scrutiny repeated itself in 2000 and 2001, when a
number of wind farm projects, including the three RADR projects, were re-acquired by
Enron, and FERC was once again given the opportunity to provide more than rubber
stamp approval. However, in each case, Enron filed a “self-recertification” with FERC
informing it of the change in ownership and asserting that the facility - now majority or
entirely owned by a utility holding company -- should maintain its eligibility for QF
status. Reﬁember, Mr. Chairman, the special QF rate status is supposed to be granted

only when facilities are not controlled by a public utility or its holding company.
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Two problems emerged at this point. First of all, as a matter of policy
FERC never reviewed, the RADR self-certifications, and to this day still never reviews
self-certifications, for QF status -- no matter what the applications may say unless an
outside party raises an objection. Instead, FERC simply files the form away, as it did in
the case of RADR. Another case where Enron took advantage of the weaknesses
inherent in this self-certification system occurred in November 1998 when Enron self-
certified a new ownership arrangement for another wind farm project known as Cabazon.
In this case, Enron self-certified that it had transferred 50% ownership in the project to a
non-profit organization, The Nature Conservancy, within the meaning of FERC’s QF
ownership requirements. In fact, Enron did not actually transfer an ownership interest,
only a right to 50% of the net profits -- a condition which did not meet actually meet the
FERC ownership test. Indeed, The Nature Conservancy did not consider itself to have
any ownership interest in the Cabazon project. However, because this ownership change

was the subject of a self-certification, it was not reviewed or contested by FERC.

Second, Enron took advantage of a regulatory black hole between FERC and the
Securities and Exchange Commission. Enron told FERC in its sélf—recertification
" application that it was eligible to own the wind farms because it had applied to the SEC
requesting é special exemption under the Public Utility Holding Company Act, which
would permit it to retain QF status for the wind farms. And it did have such an
exemption request pending at the SEC. That application remained pending, however, for

two and a half years. In fact, the SEC is only now considering its merits.
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Meanwhile, from the moment the application was on file at the SEC, for FERC’s
purposes it was deemed to have been approved. The two agencies never communicated
with each other about the substance of the application. Instead, FERC’s practice was --
and still is -- to treat a company’s “good faith” application to the SEC alone as sufficient
for the company to qualify for this exception. Enron got the benefits of the QF status and

retains them to this day.

Mr. Chairman, imagine two outfielders, each hoping the other will claim a pop
ball, only to let it drop right between them. This is the net result of the regulatory black

hole between FERC and the SEC.

The second area in which FERC failed to adequately scrutinize Enron’s

activities was Enron Online.

In 1999, Enron Corporation played a lead role in a fundamental shift in the way
natural gas and electric power were traded in America, by creating Enron Online, an
Internet-based trading platform for natural gas and electric power. Online energy trading
became a significant portion of the energy trading market: in 2001, it was estimated to
account forrapproximately 38 percent of natural gas and 17 percent of electric power
marketed in the U.S. Until Enron’s bankruptcy, Enron Online was widely acknowledged’
to be the leading platform for such trading. Enron, in turn, lauded itself for its trading
capabilities and rapidly expanded the range of commodities it traded — from paper to

broadband communications capacity.
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The public policy implications of this fast-emerging energy trading method
interested FERC -- at least up to a point. In May 2001, FERC’s General Counsel initiated
a staff-level inquiry into the status of electronic trading in the electric power and natural
gas markets, in general, and the role played by Enron Online, in particular. FERC staff
were asked to evaluate Enron Online’s dominant position in electronic trading in the
energy industries and to determine whether that position might be exploited to manipulate
prices and otherwise contort the energy market. A report discussing these matters was

completed on August 16, 2001.

The report found that, unlike some online trading platforms which operate as
third-party, “many-to-many” exchanges matching willing buyers and sellers, Enron
Online appears to have operated as a proprietary extension of Enron’s trading units,
including entities regulated by FERC. In other words, in this so-called “one-to-many”
exchange, an Enron trader was a party, either as a buyer or seller, to every trade on Enron

}Online. Thefefore, only Enron would know valuable information about the actual
volumes and prices transacted on its trading platform -- and, of course, how the prices
charged in any particular transaction were set or how they compared to those charged in

other, similar transactions.
The report also observed that Enron Online simply served as a trading platform

for other Enron subsidiaries, shouldering no financial risk on its own. In other words, the

financial risk of all the trades conducted through Enron Online remained with these other

10
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subsidiaries and, since Enron’s traders were a party to every trade, this risk was
substantial. This also meant the solvency of Enron as 2 whole was important to the

viability of Enron Online and to Enron’s trading activity.

With that observation in mind, the report asked whether financial problems at
Enron would threaten the energy markets. The report answered the question in two ways.
First, it concluded that Enron did not have sufficient market share to disrupt the energy
market if it failed. As we describe in our memorandum, this conclusion was based on a
cursory analysis of the entire North American energy market rather than a more thorough
attempt to scrutinize individual regional markets -- which would have yielded 2 much
more complex and much more troubling picture. Second, the report concluded that, in
any event, the chance of Enron failing financially was remote. The report provided little

support for this conclusion, and has obviously been disproved over the last year.

Finally, the report found that Enron Online gave a competitive advantage to
Enron’s own trading units by reducing their transaction costs, giving them wider access
to the market, and providing them better market intelligence, but concluded that there
was no reasoﬁ for concern. This conclusion also appeared the result of wishful thinking;
there is nov{/ evidence, described in a recent FERC staff report, that Enron in fact likely
exploited this advantage to manipulate prices, particularly in California and the Western

markets.

1t
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In short, though the FERC report identified a number of areas that could have and
should have raised concerns with federal government’s lead energy regulator, it found no
reason for concern and no cause for action. Quite simply, FERC’s review was too
cursory, settled for incomplete answers, drew the wrong conclusions, and the agency
ultimately failed to follow up on the warning signs it did raise. These were critical

mistakes.

Another very troubling facet of the August 2001 report is that it was not
distributed to any of FERC’s commissioners prior to, or during, Enron’s collapse to
inform their decision-making with regard to this event, and it is unclear at what point any
of the information contained in the report may have been provided to the Commission.
Thus, a report that might have served as a warning wound up being little more than a

footnote in the story of Enron’s collapse.

Finally, FERC initially did not even bother to address a critical but unresolved
question -- namely, to what extent FERC and the Commodit'y Futures Trading
Commission, both of which have some regulatory responsibility for energy trading, had
jurisdiction over such electronic trading platforms. This was despite the fact that Enron
Online and éinﬁ]ar systems were at the time expected to become the dominant way in
which both electricity and natural gas were traded. A FERC legal memorandum
analyzing FERC’s jurisdiction over online trading, including Enron Online, was to have
been prepared in August 2001, That memorandum was not completed until July 2002 -

after Chairman Lieberman raised questions about it -- creating another regulatory black

12
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hole, and leaving any thorough scrutiny of Enron Online and other electronic trading

platforms to languish.

One final footnote about the 2001 Enron Online inquiry is that it also examined
the issue of how pricing information from Enron Online might distort published market
price indices, such as those reported by trade publications like Natural Gas Intelligence
and Gas Daily. The FERC staff report noted that such indices were comprised of
anecdotal, unconfirmed information and that information provided from a source such as
Enron Online could be subject to manipulation. At the time the staff was examining this
issue, the Commission was promulgating its order on refunds for the California market,
which included a methodology for determining baseline electricity generation costs tied
to these published prices indices. The concerns expressed by the Enron Online inquiry
staff concerning these indices were never communicated to the Camnissioners
considering the refund issue, nor was other relevant information compiled by the Office
of the Chief Accountant concerning electric generation costs in the California market.
The significance of these failures is highlighted by the FERC staff’s August 2002 report
on its ongoing Enron investigation which found that published price indices in the
California market were unreliable and may have been distorted or even manipulated by
data from Eﬁron Online. The 2002 report recommends that, as a result, the Commission

modify its California refund methodology.

13
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Mr. Chairman, our third area of review was Enron’s affiliated transactions.

Whenever a company conducts transactions among its own affiliates there may be cause
for concern about fair dealing. One concern is that where one affiliate has captive
ratepayers, a one-sided deal may impose financial burdens on those ratepayers. Another
concern is that one affiliate will treat another with favoritism at the expense of other

companies or in ways detrimental to the market as a whole.

Based on our review of the evidence, we have concluded that existing regulatory
rules and tools, in the hands of a passive FERC, proved inadequate to deter Enron, as the
company now appears to have engaged in a number of inappropriate interaffiliate

transactions.

Just one example are the loans two of Enron’s natural gas pipeline subsidiaries
obtained for their parent company in November 2001. As Enron struggled to avoid
bankruptcy, the company announced that JP Morgan Chase & Co. and Citigroup, Inc. had
committed to loan it a total of $1 billion. But the loans were actually made to two of
Enron’s FERC-regulated, interstate pipeline subsidiaries -- Northern Natural Gas
Company and Transwestern Pipeline Company -- and were secured by the assets of those
pipeline companies. The vast majority of these loan proceeds were subsequently
transferred to Enron in the form of unsecured loans from the pipelines to their parent
company. After Enron declared bankruptcy a few weeks later, it made no payments on
these loans, and the pipeline companies, which did not file for bankruptcy, were left to

pay off the entire amount of the obligations to the banks — a matter of concern because

14
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ordinarily such costs would be passed on to shippers who use the pipelines, and

ultimately to natural gas customers.

In this case and others, FERC is now investigating potential wrongdoing
concerning Enron’s interaffiliate transactions and seeking the strengthen some of the
relevant accounting rules. However, it is troubling that the agency failed to address the
broader policy question earlier. As key parts of the energy markets have been
deregulated under FERC’s watch and at FERC's urging, the issue of transactions among
a company'’s affiliates have taken on increased importance. Until Enron’s collapse,
however, FERC failed to adequately identify such transactions as significant problems
that warranted Commission action -- or where it did, as in the case of transactions
between marketing affiliates and traditional utilities, FERC’s regulations proved
inadequate. Thus, this turns out to be another area in which FERC did too little, too late.
The agency did not adequately anticipate problems in the market it was instrumental in

constructing.

The final area in which Committee staff reviewed FERC’s oversight of

Enron Corporation regards the company’s role in the California energy crisis,

As you will recall, severe energy shortages in California began in the spring of 2000,
about two years after the state’s energy deregulation plan was put into place. The state’s
investor-owned utilities blamed the crisis on power sellers and marketers who, they said,

were unfairly manipulating the system to gin up profits. The power marketers, on the

15
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other hand, claimed that flaws in the actual structure of the new California system were

the chief culprit for the crisis.

FERC, which as far back as 1998 had received reports from energy experts in
California raising concerns about the exercise of market power, began a staff
investigation into the causes of the California crisis in the summer of 2000. The
investigation reached what might be considered a curious conclusion: that power sellers
had the potential to manipulate the power market, but that there was no evidence to
indicate whether an individual company engaged in actual market abuse. The report
concluded that identifying individual cases of market abuse would require further

investigation.

Despite this initial report clearly articulating the potential for market abuse, it
would take a full 15 months -- until February 2002, after Enron had collapsed -- for
FERC to order a formal staff investigation into the market behavior of individual
companies. Even as FERC was avoiding the question of what individual companies were
doing, Enron itself initiated an internal investigation into its own trading practices in
California, in October 2000. That investigation would ultimately result in memoranda
asking some searching questions about a range of strategies that Enron traders used --
such as the so-called “Get Shorty,” “Death Star,” “Fat Boy,” and “Ricochet” trading
strategies -- and discussing the “sanction provisions of the California Independent System
Operator (‘ISO’) tariff.” Unfortunately, the company appears to have been more

concerned about its own behavior than the government’s lead regulator.

16
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As stated earlier, FERC itself would not begin to investigate these practices until
more than a year later, after Enron’s collapse. In August of 2002, that investigation
produced an interim report describing the manipulative trading practices that Enron’s
traders had allegedly engaged in. Those findings have further prompted three formal
FERC investigations into the behavior of individual companies, including Enron, in the

crisis.

More details about what FERC may have found had it been more vigilant were
revealed last month, when Timothy Belden -- who headed Enron’s Western trading desk -
- pled guilty to a charge of conspiracy to commit wire fraud, based on allegations that he
and others at Enron engaged in trading strategies designed to manipulate energy prices in

the California market from 1998 to 2001.

Of course, accountability is important. However, the majority Committee staff
believes that the tules and regulations of a federal agency such as FERC cannot
effectively deter unreasonable market action if the agency fails to hold market
participants accountable in the near term. It should not have taken Enron’s collapse to
finally trigger FERC’s investigation of the role of individual companies in the California

energy crisis.

17
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Conclusion

In conclusion, Mr. Chairman, all four stories convey the same message: The
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission was a poor match for Enron’s tireless efforts to
subvert the spirit - if not the letter - of the regulatory system. FERC’s failure cannot be
attributed simply to Enron’s aggressive public relations and lobbying campaigns or the
deviousness of its methods. In many cases, the Commission had specific and sufficient
information that should have raised suspicions about improper behavior on Enron’s part.
In other cases, FERC recognized potential problems, but through poor management,
internal communications disconnects, or sheer lack of will, never followed its suspicions

through to their logical ends.

Even after Enron declared bankruptcy, FERC dragged its feet and failed to step

into the breech, reinforcing a pattern of performing too little too late.

To be fair, FERC has taken some tentative steps to remedy an unacceptable state
of affairs such as creating a new office of market oversight and investigation. But simply
rearranging its bureaucracy is not the answer. FERC must work in concert with other
regulatory agencies; it must request and be given sufficient resources to monitor the
marketplace; and it must be cognizant of what goes on under its own roof. But most
importantly, FERC must completely reorient itself to a changed and increasingly complex
regulatory environment - an environment that FERC itself has fostered, but failed to

adapt to.
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Had FERC proven more aggressive on any one of the fronts I have described in
my testimony today, it might have unearthed Enron’s abuses sooner, perhaps mitigating
the company’s collapse, protecting consumers from untold hardships, and competitors
from Enron’s alleged market manipulations. Instead, through a striking lack of vigilance,
1 think it’s fair to say that FERC abdicated its core responsibilities as a federal regulator

of the energy markets.

I hope that the information I have presented today will inspire a higher standard

in the future.

Thank you. Ilook forward to your questions.
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SUPPLEMENTAL STATEMENT OF DAVID M. BERICK
December 19, 2002

At the hearing, Chairman Lieberman suggested that I re-examine documents referred to
by Senator Thompson concerning activities by the law firm of Wyatt, Tarrant & Combs on behalf
of Enron. .

In response to a question from Chairman Licberman and based on my then recollection of
the Wyatt firm’s documents that were submitted to the Committee by Enron, 1 said that the
contacts between the law firm and FERC referenced in the documents related to a contractual
dispute between Enron and the Tennessee Valley Authority (TVA). Senator Thompson
suggested the documents might suggest otherwise.

My subsequent re-examination of the documents indicates that, in addition to hiring it to
help resolve a dispute with the TVA, Enron also retained the Wyatt firm to provide “advice with
respect to the development of policy at the Department-of Energy (‘'DOE’) and the Federal
Energy Regulatory Commission (‘FERC’).” The bulk of the Wyatt firm material produced by
Enron involves issues related to TVA, which accounts for the answer I gave at the hearing.
There are also some materials that related to other matters, including material that refers to at
least two communications between Commissioner Breathitt and Wyatt lawyers in which the
California energy crisis appears to have been raised. As to the apparent communications
between the firm’s lawyers and FERC that are reflected in the Wyatt firm’s billing records
(including entries for meetings and phone calls between the firm’s lawyers and Commissioner
Breathitt that were charged to Enron), these records do not indicate the nature or substance of the
matters discussed. Consequently, it is not possible to tell from these records the subject to which
the communications related.

I also wish to clarify one additional point. Others at the hearing observed that FERC did
not regulate TVA and questioned whether there could be any reason for the law firm to
communicate with FERC or any FERC Commissioner about a TVA matter. While FERC does
not have jurisdiction over TVA itself, FERC does have jurisdiction over interstate wholesale
power marketing by Enron, including transactions Enron may have entered into with TVA !

! Indeed, Enron’s power marketing subsidiavry,’EPI\eﬂ, reported contracts that it had
entered into with TVA in the quarterly reports it regularly filed with FERC listing its various
power marketing contracts. One example of such a filing is attached.
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ENRON 208>

LOWIA ENERGY SOUITIONS

April 30, 1996

The Honorable Lois M, Cashelt
Secretary

Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
825 N. Capito} Street, Northwest
Washington, D.C. 20426

Dear Ms. Casheli:

Pursuant to the Commission’s letter-order issued December 2, 1993 in Docket No. ER94-24-080,

J

please find below a summary of activity for Enron Power Marketing, Inc. (EPMIY for the--

quarter ending March 31, 1996,

The following agreements were signed:

Consolidated Water Power Company 01/03/96 Evergreen
Oglethorpe Power Corporation 01/03/96 Evergreen
Wisconsin Public Service Corporation Q1/09/96 Evergreen
Utility Board of the City of Key West 01/10/96 Evergreen
North Carolina Electric Membership Corporation  01/24/96 Evergreen
Consumers Power Company and 01/25/96 Evergreen
The Detroit Edison Company

Lassen Municipat Utility District 02/01/96 Evergreen
Allegheny Power System 02/02/96 Evergreen
Hastings Utifities, City of Hastings 02/07/96 Evergreen
New York State Electric & Gas Cotporation 02/07/96 Evergreen
Long Island Lighting Company 02/08/96 Evergreen

The Cleveland Electric lHluminating Company 0213/96 Evergreen
Interstate Power Company Q2/16/96 Evergreen

B ville Power Administration 02/21/96 04/01/96-09/30/96
Colorado Springs Utilities 02/22/96 Evergreen

{City of Colorado Springs)
Cinergy Services, Inc, 03/01/96 Evergreen
Michigan South Central Power Agency 03/26/96 01/01/97
vuages,
g M T 5

605060350

1400 Smith Streat Houston TX 770027361 » PO Box 4428 Houston TX 77210-4428 « 713 853 7500
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The Honorable Lois M. Cashell
Page 2

Y07
The following contracts were received after the December 31, 1995 filing was suﬁnmégl'

SN
American Municipal Power-Ohio, Inc. 02/01/95 Evergreen T
The Consolidated Edison Company of 02/21/95 Evergreen

New York, Inc.
Dugquesne Light Company 02/22/95 Evergreen
Northeast utilities Service Company 03/10/95 Evergreen
Dairyland Power Cooperative 04/24/95 Evergreen
United Power Association ST TTOS/MTSS 05/01/96-10/31/2000
Catex Vitol Electric, LL.C. 06/20/95 Evergreen
Central Illinois Light Company 07/01/95 Evergreen
Kentucky Utilities Company 09/29/95 Evergreen
Pennsylvania Power & Light Company 10/09/95 Evergreen
San Diego Gas & Electric 10/16/95 Evergreen
American Electric Power Service Corporation 12/01/95 Evergreen
Tennessee Valley Authority 12/06/95 12/97-06/2006
Vermont Public Power Supply Authority 12/06/95 11/01/98

-10/31/2003

New York Power Pool 12/15/95 Evergreen
Bonneville Power Administration 12/18/95 04/01/96-09/30/98
BYNG Public Works Authority 12/18/95 Evergreen
Kaiser Aluminum & Chemical Corporation 12/22/95 04/01/96-03/31/98
Southern Illinois Power Co-Operative 12/28/95 Evergreen

These agreements set forth the terms and conditions that will govern transactions for wheeling,
exchanges, capacity or energy which parties may agree to enter into. At the time of entering into
such transactions the parties will establish price, quantity, delivery point(s), term, and the nature
of delivery and receipt obligations (e.g., firm or nonfirm). Exchanges are receipts of power or
deliveries of power with the agreement to return the power at some point in the future. The
effective date represents the date the contract is valid between EPMI and the counterparties.

In Morgan Stanley and other subsequent marketer cases, the Commission authorized power
marketers selling at market-based rates to report changes in status every three years in lieu of
filing changes on an ongoing basis. (Morgan Stanley Capital Group, Inc., 69 FERC 161, 175
(1994)). EPMI hereby notifies the Commission that it has elected the three-year reporting option
relating to changes in status. At the end of the reporting period, EPMI will inform the
Commission of any changes in status involving EPML



96

The Honorable Lois M. Cashell
Page 3

The attached addenda shows the transactions entered into by EPMI during the quarter ended
March 31, 1996, If you have any questions or require any additional information feel free to
contact me (713} 853-7673 or Steve Kean (713) 853-1586.

Very truly yours,

s ]

Tathes D. Steffes
Manager, Regulatory Affairs

Attachment
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Testimony of
Pat Wood, I11
Chairman, Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
Before the Committee on Governmental Affairs
United States Senate
November 12, 2002

1. Introduction and Summary
Mr. Chairman and Members of the Committee:

Thank you for the opportunity to testify about the oversight of Enron
Corporation by the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC or the
Commission) and the lessons learned from Enron's financial collapse. Ibecame
Chairman of the FERC just over a year ago, in September 2001. Since that time, the
Commission has moved aggressively to respond to the lessons learned from both the
California crisis and the Enron crisis.

The Commission is pursuing a number of regulatory initiatives to establish the
market rules and regulatory framework necessary to ensure adequate incentives for
much-needed infrastructure, to support the most efficient wholesale competitive
marketplace, and to provide adequate market monitoring and market power mitigation
to protect customers. In addition, we recently have made organizational changes to
address the challenges ahead of us and we are currently in the process of overhauling
our regulatory approaches where necessary to assure a competitive marketplace that
protects customers against harm of market manipulation and other deceptive practices.
We are still learning lessons from the collapse of Enron and we will know more when
our ongoing investigations are completed. However, I can assure you that our
institutional commitment to remedy and prevent market abuses is now and will
continue to be an ongoing one, and that we intend to work with other federal agencies
to ensure that we regulate energy industries in a coordinated and effective manner so
that customers and investors are fully protected.

My testimony today will first briefly summarize the Commission's regulatory
authority and the Enron subsidiaries subject to our authority. [ will then describe the
significant issues involving Enron actions regulated by the Commission. Finally, I
will describe recent initiatives, both generic and in individual cases, that respond to
the lessons learned from both the California and Enron crises.
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II. FERC’s Regulation of Enron’s Subsidiaries
A,  Overview of FERC Jurisdiction

Under the Federal Power Act (FPA), the Commission has jurisdiction over
sales for resale of electric energy and transmission service provided by public utilities
in interstate commerce. The Commission has interpreted the FPA’s definition of
public utilities to include energy marketers as well as traditional vertically-integrated
electric utilities. The Commission must ensure that the rates, terms and conditions for
wholesale sales of energy and transmission services are just, reasonable and not
unduly discriminatory or preferential. FERC is also responsible for reviewing
proposed mergers, acquisitions and dispositions of jurisdictional facilities by public
utilities, and must approve such transactions if they are consistent with the public
interest. The Commission also has jurisdiction under the FPA over licensing of
hydroelectric projects and ongoing compliance with Commission licenses.

The FPA does not give the Commission direct jurisdiction over purely financial
transactions. The Commission has asserted jurisdiction over such transactions only
when they result in physical delivery of the energy which is the subject of the
financial contract, or when such transactions or contracts affect or relate to
jurisdictional services or rates (e.g., financial contracts affecting firm rights to
interstate transmission capacity or the pricing of such capacity).

Under the Public Utility Regulatory Policies Act (PURPA), the Commission
determines eligibility for the benefits provided under PURPA to Qualifying Facilities
(QFs). The general eligibility requirements for QFs, which are contained in the FPA,
include technical and operational criteria as well as ownership criteria.

The Commission also has jurisdiction over transportation and sales for resale of
natural gas. However, FERC jurisdiction over sales for resale is limited to domestic
gas sold by pipelines, local distribution companies, and their affiliates (including
energy marketers). Consistent with Congressional intent, the Commission does not
prescribe prices for these commodity sales.

Under these statutory authorizations, FERC'’s regulatory jurisdiction extends to
a number of Enron subsidiaries. However, the Commission does not regulate the
parent corporation, Enron Corporation, as it does not engage in activities which are
under FERC jurisdiction. Our authority with respect to Enron’s subsidiaries is
described below.
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B.  Energy Marketers
1. Enron’s Power Marketing Subsidiaries

A power marketer generally is an entity that takes title to electric energy and
engages in sales of electric energy, but that does not own or control physical
generating facilities. To sell wholesale electric energy at market-based rates, public
utilities, including power marketers, must file an application with the Commission.
The Commission grants the application if the power marketer adequately
demonstrates that it and its affiliates lack or have mitigated market power in the
relevant markets. FERC requires power marketers to submit quarterly reports of their
sales activities and to comply with certain restrictions for the protection of captive
customers against affiliate abuse.

The Commission generally waives certain regulations for power marketers with
market-based rate authorization. For example, these marketers do not need to submit
cost-of-service filings because the rates they charge are market-based. The
Commission also exempts power marketers from its accounting requirements, because
those requirements are designed to collect the information used in setting cost-based
rates. However, as announced last month in the Commission’s Final Rule on
Accounting and Reporting of Financial Instruments, Comprehensive Income,
Derivatives and Hedging Activities, the Commission is considering whether power
marketers should continue to receive these waivers.

The Enron-affiliated power marketers regulated by the Commission include:
Enron Power Marketing Inc., Enron Sandhill Limited Partnership, Milford Power
Limited Partnership, Enron Energy Services, Inc., and Enron Marketing Energy
Corporation. It is now clear that at least some of Enron’s power marketing activities
were inappropriate, and the Commission’s ongoing investigation of these activities is
discussed below.

2. Enron OnLine

Enron's Internet-based trading system, Enron OnLine, was the dominant
Internet-based platform for trading both physical energy (electricity and natural gas
products) and energy derivatives. Traditional exchanges, like the New York Stock
Exchange and NYMEX, determine price by matching the buy and sell orders of many
traders in a many-to-many trading format. In contrast, Enron OnLine used a one-to-
many trading format, where an Enron affiliate was always on one side of each energy
transaction, either as a seller or a buyer. In May 2001, the Commission staff initiated
an informal review into Enron OnLine and electronic trading in natural gas and

3
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electric energy markets. The Commission staff’s report was completed in August
2001, but never formally presented to the Commissioners. The report recommended
that FERC continuc to monitor Enron OnLine and clectronic trading of natural gas
and electric power, but determined that there was no reason for concern about Enron
OnLine at that time. At approximately the same time, the Commission staff
informally began to analyze whether the Commission could assert jurisdiction over
Enron OnLine. While the Commission had asserted jurisdiction over the physical
trades made through Enron OnLine, it had not determined whether it could assert
jurisdiction over non-physical trades and the trading platform itself. Enron OnLine
ceased operations around December 2, 2001, before the Commission staff completed
the legal analysis and the full Commission could consider the issue.

C.  Portland General Electric

In 1997, the Commission approved Enron’s acquisition of Portland General
Electric Co. (Portland General), a vertically-integrated utility involved in the
generation, purchase, transmission, distribution and sale of electricity, and the
operation of licensed hydroelectric projects in Oregon. Portland General’s retail rates
and practices are under the jurisdiction of the Oregon Public Utility Commission.
Portland General also sells energy to wholesale customers in the western United
States. The Commission subsequently approved Enron’s application to sell Portland
General. However, Enron has not yet sold Portland General.

D.  Gas Pipeline Subsidiaries

Enron owns or owned all or 50 percent of three major operating gas pipelines:
Transwestern Pipeline Company (Transwestern), Northern Natural Gas Company
(Northern Natural), and Florida Gas Transmission Company (Florida Gas).
Transwestern’s system can flow gas from the San Juan, Permian and Anadarko Basins
west to the California border and east to Texas intrastate pipeline markets. Northern
Natural’s system stretches from the Permian Basin to the Great Lakes in the Midwest.
Florida Gas delivers natural gas from Texas to Florida. .

These pipelines used Enron OnLine to receive bids for use of pipeline
capacity. While “advertised” by Enron OnLine, the capacity was sold solely by the
pipeline. The pipeline was the buyer’s counter-party on these sales. Since the
aperator of Enron OnLine was not selling pipeline capacity, it was not required to
seek prior Commission approval, nor was there any violation of Commission
regulations, as long as information requirements regarding capacity availability and
confidential shipper (buyer) data were followed. The “sharing” of information
between a pipeline and a marketing affiliate (here, potentially through Enron OnLine)
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is prohibited under FERC regulations. At this time, the Commission has no evidence
that confidential shipper information was improperly shared with Enron marketing
affiliates.

In November 2001, the Commission’s staff became concerned that unregulated
parent companies might be misusing the cash assets of their FERC-regulated energy
subsidiaries. FERC staff initiated audits of several regulated companies. On March 1,
2002, the Commission instituted a formal non-public investigation on these issues.
During the investigation, staff discovered that Enron had requested that two of its
pipeline affiliates at the time, Northern Natural and Transwestern, take out loans
totaling $1 billion. Enron (the parent corporation) took the $1 billion to hold offa
declaration of bankruptcy, but the pipelines remained liable for payment on the loans.
Subsequently, in August 2002, the Commission directed Northern Natural and
Transwestern to demonstrate why the costs and indebtedness associated with these
loans were not imprudently incurred and therefore unrecoverable from ratepayers. In
response, Northern Natural and Transwestern executed separate consent agreements,
which the Commission approved, whereby they would not include the costs associated
with the loan in any future rate proceedings before the Commission.

Also on August 1, 2002, the Commission issued proposed rules for
participation by FERC-regulated companies in similar arrangements for pooling cash
assets within a corporation, or “cash management programs.” The proposed rules
include specific documentation requirements and conditions precedent for
participation in cash management arrangements. The proposed rules are designed to
make such arrangements more transparent and to prevent the abuse of cash
management or money pool arrangements that could affect the financial health of
regulated entities. The Commission recently held a technical conference on the
proposed rules and comments are under consideration.

This past summer, FERC determined that Transwestern had used the
Commission's negotiated rate program to improperly charge excessive transportation
rates to deliver natural gas into California. On July 17, 2002, FERC ordered
Transwestern to return all revenues above its maximum tariff rates collected as part of
the affected transactions, plus interest, to all firm shippers on Transwestern’s system
at the time of the transactions, Further, the Commission prohibited Transwestern for
one year from entering into negotiated rate agreements based on index-to-index
differentials in natural gas spot market prices. On the same day, the Commission
initiated a notice of inquiry to examine whether its negotiated rate program
successfully safeguards against the abuse of market power by pipelines. The
Commission has received comments on this matter and the comments are under
consideration.
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E.  Enron’s Qualifying Facilities (QFs)

In 1997, Enron, through its subsidiaries, acquired several windfarms located in
California. These facilities had been certified by prior owners as qualifying facilities
(QFs) in 1987, 1990 and 1991. QFs are eligible for certain financial benefits and
regulatory exemptions under the Public Utility Regulatory Policies Act (PURPA), as
implemented by the Commission’s regulations, as long as they are no more than 50
percent owned by an electric utility or an electric utility holding company. Such
benefits inctude a mandatory obligation on the part of an electric utility to purchase
QF power at the electric utility’s avoided cost and exemption of the QF from certain
requirements of the FPA, the Public Utility Holding Company Act (PUHCA), and
state laws. The other owners of these QF's included electric utilities or electric utility
holding companies.

In 1997, Enron proposed to merge with Portland General Electric. This could
have caused the QFs to be owned more than 50 percent by electric utilities or electric
utility holding companies and, thus, resulted in the loss of QF status for the
windfarms. To avoid this result, Enron “sold” and transferred its interest in the QFs to
partncrships collectively known as RADR. In the 1997 applications submitted to
FERC for recertification of QF status, the RADR applicants represented that the QFs
would no longer be owned by Enron and thus still met the QF ownership
requirements. Based on the applicants’ representations, Commission staff determined
that the facts as presented met the criteria for QF status set forth in the Commission
regulations, and granted recertification of the windfarms as QFs.

In 2000, Enron filed an application with the SEC for an exemption under
certain sections of PUHCA so that it could qualify for unrestricted QF ownership.
Enron’s QFs then filed notices of self-certification with FERC asserting that Enron
had filed an application for PUHCA exemption with the SEC, and thus would again
qualify for QF ownership. Under PUHCA, Enron’s filing of this application entitled
it to the exemption until the SEC determines otherwise, so long as the filing was made
in “good faith.” Under FERC’s rules, this exemption meant that Enron was no longer
an electric utility holding company and could own part of these QFs without causing
them to lose QF status and the related benefits. Relying on the notices of self-
certification it had filed with the Commission, which in turn relicd on the application
for exemption from PUHCA filed with the SEC, an Enron affiliate “repurchased” the
facilities that had been previously “sold” to the RADR partnerships.

Recently, DOJ and SEC filed complaints against two Enron executives,
Andrew Fastow and Michael Kopper. The complaints allege, in part, that they
devised a scheme to allow Enron to maintain secret control over the QF windfarms
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while preserving QF benefits for the windfarms. The alleged Enron control of RADR
was far more extensive than had been represented to FERC. Last month, the SEC
ordered a hearing on Enron’s year-2000 application for exemption under PUHCA.

On October 24, 2002, the Commission issued an order initiating an investigation of
the QF status of the Enron-affiliated QFs for the period following Enron’s 1997 “sale”
of those QFs.

To put these facts in perspective, there have been nearly 9,000 filings (either
notices of self-certification or applications for Commission certification) from
facilities claiming QF status. Most of these filings were self-certifications, Only a
small percentage of the filings were contested applications for Commission
certification. Specifically, there have been fewer than 20 cases of a utility-purchaser
alleging that an existing facility no longer was satisfying the criteria for QF status.
Moreover, the Enron-affiliated QFs represent the first time there have been allegations
that QF filings were fraudulent.

HI. Price Manipulation by Enron or Others

In January 2002, in response to allegations that Enron may have used its market
position to distort electric and natural gas markets in the West, the Commission
initiated a fact-finding investigation into whether any entity, including any affiliate or
subsidiary of Enron Corp., had manipulated electric energy or natural gas prices in the
West since January 1, 2000. The investigation was formally announced on February
13, 2002. In conducting this investigation, FERC staff has coordinated closely with
staff from DOJ, SEC, the Commodities Futures Trading Commission (CFTC), and the
Department of Labor.

On August 13, 2002, Commission staff released an initial report of its
investigation. The report concludes that published indices of electricity and natural
gas prices in or near California during the recent crisis may not be sufficiently reliable
to be used in setting refunds for wholesale power buyers in California. Based on this
staff finding, the Commission requested comments on whether it should change the
method for determining the cost of natural gas in calculating the refunds for power
sales in California from October 2000 to June 2001, and if so, what method should be
used. The Commission recently received comments on this issue and the comments
are currently under consideration.

Also based on the staff report, the Commission initiated formal enforcement
proceedings under section 206 of the FPA regarding possible misconduct by three
corporate affiliates of Enron (Enron Power Marketing, Inc., Enron Capital and Trade
Resources Corporation, and Portland General), and two investor-owned utilities that
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did business with Enron (Avista Corporation and El Paso Electric Company). If these
investigations conclude that Commission orders or regulations were violated, possible
sanctions include loss of market-based rate sales anthority.

The Commission staff’s investigation continues. Staff, with the assistance of
its outside consultants, is conducting a comprehensive investigation of a variety of
factors and behaviors that may have influenced electric and natural gas prices in the
West during 2000-2001. The Commission staff’s final report will include:

. an explanation of Enron OnLine (EOL) operations and the role EOL
played in the energy markets;

. an analysis of sales data collected from information requests. Staff will
explain the results of the statistical analysis of such data, including
findings of how, and to what extent, forward prices directly correlate
with spot energy prices;

. an analysis of wash trades in electricity and natural gas markets in the
West;

. a discussion of staff's findings on allegations that Williams Co. had
attempted to manipulate natural gas markets in the West;

. an analysis of the relationship between physical and financial natural gas
and electric products;

. recommended standards and protocols for how to identify and deal with
possible physical withholding; and

. further analysis of the extent to which Enron’s trading strategies had an
effect on other products, such as long-term physical and financial
contracts.

The targeted date for completion of the Commission staff’s investigation is
January/February 2003. As soon as the investigation is complete, a thorough and
timely report will be submitted to Congress.
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IV. Lessons Learned

There are two equally important categories of actions the Commission has
taken, or is currently taking, to ensure that we avoid the type of crisis that occurred in
California and the West, and that resulted from the collapse of Enron. The first
category includes generic actions to ensure the right rules are in place to encourage
strong competition. The second category includes efforts to monitor markets more
vigilantly.

A. FERC Generic Initiatives

Since I became Chairman a year ago, the Commission has begun or continued
work on numerous efforts to improve the design, transparency and oversight of energy
markets. These efforts, aimed at ensuring that energy customers receive adequate
supplies of energy at reasonable prices, include the following:

e Notice of Proposed Rulemaking (NOPR) on Standard Market Design - On July
31, 2002, the Commission issued proposed rules on market design, including a
comprehensive plan for mitigating market power and market manipulation.
The proposed rules are intended to provide certainty to all market participants,
encourage new infrastructure investment, promote fair competition and prevent
a repeat of the mistakes made previously in California.

e Final Rule on Accounting - In October 2002, the Commission issued a final
rule directing public utilities, licensees, natural gas companies and oil pipelines
to report changes in the fair value of certain investment securities, derivatives
and hedging activities. The new rules will enhance the transparency of
financial information and facilitate a better understanding of the nature and
extent to which derivatives and hedging activities are used by regulated
comparies and the impact these transactions may have on the companies’
financial condition.

e Order No. 2001 — Improving market transparency requires detailed reporting
on transactions within the electric energy and natural gas markets.
Accordingly, in April 2002, the Commission revised its reporting requirements
to enhance public access to information filed by public utilities on their services
and sales. The new rules will allow more comprehensive and rigorous
monitoring of these activities by the Commission and the public.
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» NOPR on Standards of Conduct — In September 2001, the Commission
proposed to revise its restrictions on the relationships between regulated
transmission providers (such as Portland Gencral) and their encrgy affiliates.
The Commission proposed, for example, to broaden the definition of an
affiliate to include newer types of affiliates, including those operating trading
platforms (e.g., Enron OnLine).

¢ NOPR on Regulation of Cash Management Practices — In August 2002, the
Commission proposed requirements for participation in cash management
programs in order to prevent the abuse of such programs. Such abuse could
occur where cash from Commission-regulated subsidiaries is transferred o an
unregulated parent company and essentially no longer belongs to the regulated
subsidiary.

e Comprehensive review of information — In September 2001, Commission staff
began a comprehensive review of the information the Commission needs to
carry out its statutory obligation in the current and evolving electric energy and
natural gas markets.

* Notice of Inquiry on Negotiated Rates for Natural Gas Pipelines - On July 17,
2002, the Commission issued a notice of inquiry seeking comments on its
negotiated rate policy. This policy allows a pipeline to negotiate rates above
cost-based limits with its customers, so long as the pipeline continues to offer a
cost-based recourse rate as a safeguard against any exercise of market power.
The Commission has received comments, and the comments are under
consideration.

B. FERC Institutional Initiatives

The Commission’s strategic plan, adopted by the full Commission when I became
Chairman, encompasses three major areas of activity in overseeing the energy
industry, as described below. A copy of the Commission’s strategic plan for FY
2002-2007 is attached.

* Infrastructure — working with others to anticipate the need for new generation
and transmission facilities, determining the rules for cost recovery of new
energy infrastructure, encouraging the construction of new infrastructure, and
licensing or certificating hydroelectric facilities and natural gas pipelines;
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o Market rules — ensuring clear, fair market rules to govern wholesale
competition that benefits all participants, and assuring non-discriminatory
transmission access in the electric and natural gas industries;

» Market oversight and investigations — understanding markets and remedying
market rule violations and abuse of market power.

This third strategic goal reflects the Commission’s commitment to ensuring that
markets continue to work for customers. To meet this third goal, the Commission
created a new Office of Market Oversight and Investigations (OMOI).

1. Office of Market Oversight and Investigations

Following a nation-wide search, in April 2002, my colleagues and I appointed a
director to OMOIL. He began working to develop the new office’s mission and
functions, to identify needed workforce skills and experience, and to recruit and hire
appropriate talent for the new department. On August 12, 2002, OMO] became a
formal, functioning office within the Commission, reporting directly fo the
Commissioners.

OMOI encompasses two units that function independently but work closely
together. The Market Oversight and Assessment unit reviews developments in the
market on a real-time and longer-term basis, and spots irregularities. As problems
arise and are identified, OMOI’s Investigations and Enforcement unit brings swift,
decisive and effective enforcement. OMOI serves as an early warning system to alert
the Commission when market problems develop, such as the California energy crisis
or the collapse of Enron, and allows the Commission to intervene and correct the
problems more quickly.

OMOI has begun an aggressive program of outreach to a wide variety of
entities including: other federal, state and provincial regulatory agencies, state
consumer advocates, industry participants, academic institutions and think tanks,
financial institutions (such as ratings agencies), and Market Monitoring Units
{MMUs) at Regional Transmission Organizations and Independent System Operators.
The purpose of the outreach is to let these entities know that the Commission is
developing a clear market oversight capability and to obtain their input for how best to
develop that capability. Market monitors presented their evaluations of the ISO
regional electricity markets at a Commission Open Meeting in June 2002, and
participated in a Commission market monitoring technical conference on October 2,
2002.

11
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In June 2002, the General Accounting Office (GAO) issued a report entitled
“Energy Markets: Concerted Actions Needed by FERC to Confront Challenges That
Impede Effective Oversight.” The report found that the Commission faced key
challenges in overseeing energy markets with respect to: (1) changing the
Commission’s organizational structure to improve the effectiveness of the
Commission’s oversight program; (2) defining and implementing an effective
approach to overseeing competitive encrgy markets; and (3) addressing human capital
needs. In addition, the report found that new statutory authority and guidance from
Congress would enhance our ability to develop, regulate and oversee competitive
energy markets.

I generally agree with the GAO’s conclusions and believe the Commission is
moving aggressively to address the challenges. Importantly, we have given the
market oversight function the organizational structure, mission and resources it
needs. With the establishment of OMOI, the Commission is already implementing a
new approach to market oversight. At the heart of the Commission’s efforts to
analyze and assess energy markets lies a series of periodic reports to the Comrmission,
including a biweekly Surveillance Report and a semi-annual Seasonal Outlook. In
addition, OMOI is receiving appropriate human capital resources. We have budgeted
for 110 FTEs in FY 2003 and 120 FTEs in FY 2004. We have also budgeted
$500,000, and $1 million, respectively in coniract dollars to obtain additional
expertise.

2. Improved Coordination with Market Monitoring Units

The Commission has instituted measures to ensure market mitigation in the
future in all RTO markets. The Commission’s OMOI interfaces with the RTOs’ and
1SOs’ market monitoring units (MMUSs) and monitors markets to ensure that the
market rules are working. The Commission formalized a plan for interaction with the
MMUs during a public Commission meeting on June 26, 2002, when market monitors
from ISO New England, New York ISO, PIM Interconnection, the California ISO,
and the American Electric Power System presented their annual reports on the state of
the markets. We have arranged for quarterly meetings of OMOI and the MMU s to
discuss market performance and analytical issues. The MMUs will continue to report
directly to the Commission, as they did at the June 26, 2002 meeting. Additionally,
FERC now has staff stationed on-site at the California ISO, and is organizing regular
staff visits to the other ISO and RTO offices.

12
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3. Improved Coordination with Other Agencies

The Commission has worked extensively to improve its coordination with other
agencies, building on the relationships established over several years of quarterly
meetings between staff of the FERC, Department of Justice and Federal Trade
Commission. For example, on the same day that the Commission initiated its
investigation into potential market manipulation in the West, Commission staff met
with staff from the CFTC to establish the groundwork for cooperation, coordination,
and information-sharing. FERC and CFTC staff have jointly deposed or interviewed
over 100 individuals in the Western market investigation. The two agencies have also
jointly developed and shared discovery responses each has gathered from its
respective regulated entities. The Commission has entered into information-sharing
agreements with DOJ, SEC and CFTC with respect to the investigation, and these
agencies are also coordinated under the Deputy Attorney General for the broader
investigatory efforts of the President’s Corporate Fraud Task Force. And FERC legal
staff has coordinated with the CFTC regarding each agency’s respective jurisdiction
over energy market activities.

V.  Congress Should Expand FERC’s Penalty Authority

Congress could create stronger deterrents to anti-competitive behavior, market
manipulation, and other violations of the FPA and Natural Gas Act (NGA), by adding
or increasing civil and criminal penalty authority under those statutes. Currently, FPA
section 316A provides for civil penalties of up to $10,000 per day for violations of
limited sections of the FPA (Sections 211, 212, 213 and 214). These penalties could
be broadened to all sections of the FPA and increased significantly. The NGA
contains no provision to allow the Commission to impose civil penalties. The NGA
should be modified to give FERC this authority. As to criminal penalties, I support
increasing the penalty authority under the FPA and the NGA from the current $5,000
level to $1 million and increasing the potential prison term from two to five years.
For a criminal violation of the Commission's rules or orders under the FPA or NGA, 1
support increasing the penalty from $500 per day to $25,000 per day.

VI Conclusion

Since I became Chairman just over one year ago, the Commission has launched
bold new initiatives that incorporate the lessons learned from the California energy
crisis and the collapse of Enron. These initiatives will help to promote efficient
competitive markets, while protecting customers and investors from a recurrence of
the California and Enron crises. As always, I will be happy to provide further
information or answer any questions you may have.

13
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Attachment

Strategic Plan FY 2002 - 2007
Vision
Dependable, affordable energy through sustained competitive markets
Mission

The Federal Energy Regulatory Commission regulates and oversees energy industries in the
economic and environmental interest of the American public.

Goals and Objectives

Goal 1: Promote a Secure, High-Quality, Environmentally Responsible
Infrastructure through Consistent Policies.

Objective 1.1: Expedite Appropriate Infrastructure Development to Ensure
Sufficient Energy Supplies.

« Identify transmission and pipeline projects with high public interest benefits and
facilitate their speedy completion.

s Standardize interconnection of power generation plants of ail sizes and technologies.
Strengthen inter-agency coordination of hydropower licenses and gas pipeline
certificates to expedite processing, consistent with due process.

Objective 1.2: Provide Clarity of Cost Recovery to Infrastructure Investors.

« Establish a timely process to include prudently incurred expansion costs in
transmission and pipeline rates.

» Ensure that revenue levels and rate design for regulated company services suppart
long-term competitive markets.

» Welcome balanced innovative rate of return proposals that incent pro-competitive
behavior and publicly beneficial projects.

Objective 1.3: Address Landowner and Environmental Concerns,

« Encourage collaboration among affected parties and address stakeholder concerns
before the licensing/certification process.

» Incorporate reasonable environmental conditions into permits, licenses and
certificates and ensure compliance with conditions.

Objective 1.4: Promote Measures to Improve the Security and Safety of the Energy
Infrastructure.

» Work with other agencies and parties to identify and address security issues and
needs.
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s Support industry efforts to improve infrastructure security.

» Ensure strictest adherence to prudent dam safety practices.

+ Facilitate prompt recovery of prudently incurred security and safety expenses in
jurisdictional rates.

Goal 2: Foster Nationwide Competitive Energy Markets as a Substitute for
Traditional Regulation.

Objective 2,1: Advance Competitive Market Institutions Across the Entire Country.

« Complete firm establishment of regional transmission organizations with clear
responsibilities, independence and scope.

« Develop appropriate coordination with states to efficiently oversee regional power
markets.

¢ Encourage balanced, industry-led organizations to develop reliability and business
practice standards.

» Firmly establish transmission planning function on a regional basis, with a variety of
technology solutions to meet reliability, security and market needs.

« Provide regulatory certainty through clear market rules and case-specific decisions.

Objective 2.2: Establish Balanced, Self-Enforcing Market Rules,

« Link market-based rate authority to continued presence of balanced market
conditions. .

» Rely on international best practices to develop comprehensive market
protocols/rules.

« Establish robust programs for customer demand-side participation in energy
markets.

e« Encourage standardized business rules and practices to maximize market efficiency,
ease market entry and reduce transactions costs.

Goal 3: Protect Customers and Market Participants through Vigilant and Fair
Oversight of the Transitioning Energy Markets.

Objective 3.1: Promote Understanding of Energy Market Operations and
Technologies.

e Develop and maintain an expert market-operation oversight and investigation
capability.

» Keep abreast of industry and market trends and technological innovations to inform
and guide market oversight.

* Enhance the Commission's deliberations and public discussion by developing market
information and disseminating findings.

Objective 3.2: Assure Pro-Competitive Market Structure and Operations.
+ Assess market conditions and infrastructure adequacy using objective benchmarks.

» Integrate the Commission's market oversight and the work of market monitoring
units.
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« Identify and remedy problems with market structure and operations, and periodically
review market rules for consistency with long-term market development.
« Ensure that mergers and consolidations are consistent with pro-competitive goals.

Objective 3.3: Remedy Individual Market Participant Behavior as Needed to Ensure
Just and Reasonable Market Outcomes.

« Investigate market dysfunctions, exercises of market power and rule violations, and
remedy problems through Commission authority.

¢ Use expedited dispute resolution to accelerate processes and minimize customer
expense.

« Act swiftly on third-party complaints, using litigation before Administrative Law
Judges as needed to determine factual issues.

Goal 4: Strategically Manage Agency Resources.
Objective 4.1: Manage Human Capital to Fulfill the Strategic Plan.

o Apply workforce planning to help meet the challenges of new Commission
roles and changing workforce demographics.

o Get the job done flexibly and efficiently with the right mix of internal
workforce and contracted services from the private sector.

Objective 4.2: Manage Information Technology to Best Serve the Public and
Streamline Work Processes.

o Expedite interactions with customers through secure and efficient e-
government initiatives.

o Build effective electronic workload/time-management and case-processing
systems to enable getting the work done right and on time.

Objective 4.3: Clearly Communicate and Build Strong Partnerships with all
Stakeholders.

o Proactively reach out to groups affected by agency actions for advance input.
o Build strong partnerships with all stakeholders, especially with states.

Objective 4.4: Strategically Manage Financial and Logistical Resources.

o Integrate budget, business plan, and performance measurement to improve
performance and accountability.

o Generate accurate and timely financial information to support operating,
budget, and policy decisions,



146

STATEMENT OF PROFESSOR PAUL L. JOSKOW!
BEFORE THE COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENTAL AFFAIRS
UNITED STATES SENATE

Nevember 12, 2002

Mr. Chairman and Members of the Committee:

Thank you for giving me the opportunity to appear here today to discuss issues
associated with the restructuring of U.S. electricity industry and FERC’s role in guiding
tﬁe development of efficient competitive wholesale electricity markets. 1 last appeared
before this Committee on June 13, 2001 as a participant in a hearing that focused on
California’s electricity erisis, FERC’s responses to it, and more generally on the state of
restructuring and competition in the electric power industry.? T thought that it would be
most useful for me to update the comments and observations I made at that time in light
of 18 months of additional experience.

A lot has happened in 18 short months. The extraordinarily high wholesale
electricity market prices and power supply emergencies that plagued California and the
rest of the West during the second half of 2000 and the first several months of 2001
subsided by the summer of 2001 and these extraordinary conditions have not reappeared
since then. These changes in market performance followed several actions by federal and

state officials that constrained wholesale prices, increased supplies of and reduced the

! Elizabeth and James Killian Professor of Economics at the Massachusetts Institute of Technology (MIT)
and Director of the MIT Center for Energy and Environmental Policy Research. The views expressed here
are my own and do not necessarily reflect the views of MIT or any other organizations with which I am
affiliated. A CV with my educational background, affiliations and a list of my publications can be obtained
at http://fecon-www.mit.edu/faculty/pjoskow/index htm.

* Statement of Paul L. Joskow Before the Committee on Government Affairs of the United States Senate,
Tune 13, 2001 available at http://econ-www.mit.edu/faculty/pigskow/files/TOSKOWSENATEFINAL PDF.
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demand for electricity, along with favorable weather conditions and a significant
softening in natural gas prices. However, the impacts of the crisis continue to be felt.
Retail electricity prices have increased dramatically (on average) in California to cover
the costs of power supplies purchased during the crisis, while its two major utilities have
vet to regain investment grade credit ratings and one remains in bankruptcy. The future
structure and performance of California’s electricity industry remains uncertain.

In October 2001, Enron amnounced that it had to restate its earnings due to
accounting irregularities and within a few short months it was bankrupt. Earnings
restatements, additional accounting itregularities, sham round-trip energy transactions,
abusive self-dealing arrangements and evidence of efforts to manipulate market prices
during the California electricity crisis were subsequently revealed at Enron and other
energy trading and merchant generating companies. The financial rating agencies
downgraded the credit ratings of many energy firms to “junk” levels in response to new
information about the quality of reported earnings, falling profits and profit forecasts, and
a new understanding of the true risks associated with energy trading and investments in
merchant generating capacity. The share prices for many energy trading and merchant
generating companies tumbled and capital markets have largely closed to them. A
growing number of companies have withdrawn from energy trading or scaled back their
activities, wholesale market liquidity has declined and an enormous amount of new
generating capacity that was under construction, development or planned to come on line
over the next few years has been cancelled or indefinitely delayed. Investment in
transmission infrastructure has continued to stagnate and congestion problems continue to

grow,
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In response to these events, public and investor confidence in competitive
electricity markets has been shaken, and several states that had planned to introduce
restructuring, wholesale and retail competition initiatives have delayed or suspended
these programs. Numerous investigations by federal and state agencies have been
initiated, indictments and criminal convictions are growing.

The developments in electricity markets and regulation over the last 18 months
have inevitably become intertwined with revelations of broader corporate accounting,
financial reporting, and related abuses by several large companies, their senior
executives, their auditors, and their bankers both within and outside the electricity and
gas industries--- Enron, Worldcom, Tyco, etc. These revelations should remind us that
certain types of regulatory rules and effective regulatory oversight, as well as clear and
accurate disclosure of relevant accounting and financial information, are necessary for
market economies to work effectively for consumers and investors. Clearly, the system
of checks and balances that we have relied upon to police and mitigate such abuses failed
to work effectively in these cases. However, it has been my experience that the vast
majority of energy companies play by the rules, file accurate financial reports, have
diligent internal and external auditors, have Boards that provide effective oversight, care
about their customers and their communities, and run their businesses with high ethical
standards. As we learn from recent experience,' tighten regulatory rules and oversight,
and seek to restore the confidence of the general public and investors it is important to

keep this in mind.
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What have we learned over the past 18 months about the initiatives to create

competitive wholesale and retail electricity market in the United States? My list of

important lessons learned is as follows:

Creating well functioning competitive wholesale and retail electricity markets is a
significant technical and institutional challenge. It is easy to do it badly! We still
have much to learn about how to make these markets work well and we must
expect that there will be a process of (hopefully) continuing improvement.
Careful attention to the details of electricity market design, drawing on both U.S.
and international experience, and active involvement by federal and state
regulators in defining and implementing these details is very important.

Electricity’s unusual aftributes also create unusual opportunities to exercise
market power and to engage in behavior to raise market prices to supra-
competitive levels either unilaterally or through tacit coordination.

The creation of sound electricity market structures and good market rules can
reduce firms’ incentives and ability to exercise market power, withhold output,
violate market rules, and drive up market prices. It is important that the
restructuring process continue to create the necessary market structures and rules
to support effective competition and reduce incentives to engage in behavior that
harms consumers.

A well designed market and associated market rules, however, is not enough to
ensure that there will be no serious market abuses. An effective, credible and
professional market monitoring system must be in place to measure and evaluate
market performance, to identify actions necessary to improve market performance
where it is poor, to enforce the market rules, and to punish those who violate
them. These monitoring and enforcement systems should be insulated as much as
is reasonably possible from interest group politics. More public transparency and
more public disclosure of market and financial information are necessary in a
competitive electricity industry than a regulated electricity industry, just the
opposite of the trend that emerged during the recent past. The public, their
elected representatives, and investors have lost confidence in the credibility of
competitive electricity markets over the last 18 months. Unless the credibility of
the markets and market participants is restored, and efforts made to disclose more
information and analysis to the marketplace to facilitate the restoration of their
credibility, it is unlikely that there will be support for extending electricity
restructuring and competition initiatives to additional states.

At the same time, it is important to guard against unnecessary and ineffective
regulatory initiatives that undermine the behavior and performance of well



150

functioning competitive markets. Hard competition is to be encouraged while
unfair competition, unreasonable levels of market power, and misleading or
fraudulent presentations of financial and market information are mitigated by
effective monitoring and appropriate sanctions. Finding the right balance
continues to be an important challenge. I believe that the best approach is (a) to
put good market designs and associated market rules in place at the outset, (b) to
monitor and enforce compliance with these market rules, (c) to monitor and
measure market performance on a continuing basis, (d) to identify sources of poor
market performance where it has been found, and (e) to implement mitigation
measures in response to poor market performance. Going forward, I would like to
see more emphasis on ongoing measurement of market performance and
responding quickly to serious performance failures before they do serious damage
and less emphasis on micromanagement of individual firm behavior and delayed
ex_post investigations of behavior after it has run its course and harmed
consumers.

Much more attention needs to be paid to the development of an active demand
side in wholesale and retail electricity markets that enables and encourages
consumers who can respond to short term swings in market prices to do so. In
most markets for goods and services consumers can and do protect themselves
from unreasonable prices by buying less. While demand response opportunities
for electricity may be less than for many other products, there is some underlying
demand elasticity, and allowing it to be revealed in wholesale markets will help to
improve market performance.

The retail competition programs in those states that have adopted them are not
working well for residential and small commercial customers. The deficiencies in
retail competition programs will have adverse effects on the performance of
wholesale markets as well. States need to bite the bullet on retail competition for
residential and small commercial customers. They should either do what is
necessary to make retail competition work well or abandon the effort and turn to a
wholesale competition model in which distribution companies take on the
obligation to serve smaller customers with appropriate compensation and
incentive regulatory mechanisms in place. A retail procurement/competition
framework that is characterized by both short-term contracts and little spot
demand response will enhance market power problems and may undermine timely
and efficient investment.

Electricity policy needs to pay more attention to longer-term investment issues.
About 100,000 Mw of new generating capacity has been completed in the U.S. in
the last two and one-half years, most of it merchant generating capacity. This
represents the primary success of the wholesale electric competition initiative to
date. Indeed, many regions now find themselves with excess generating capacity
and consumers are benefiting from lower wholesale prices that accompany it.
However, a large quantity of generating capacity under construction and
development has been cancelled or indefinitely delayed in the last 18 months.
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The pipeline of generating capacity under construction will soon be empty and it
will take years to refill it once projects begin to be planned and built once again.
Many of the cancellations and deferrals reflect a natural and healthy response to
changing supply and demand conditions. But some of them also reflect the
turmoil in the merchant generating sector and uncertainties about future federal
and state policies regarding market structure, market rules, market monitoring and
mitigation, supply obligations and compensation rules. We must anticipate that
significant additional investment in merchant generating capacity will not take
place until credit is restored to the sector (on both the supply and purchasing
sides), until uncertainties about market structure and market rules are resolved,
and until a sound stable framework for encouraging investment is established.
This framework must recognize that future investments in generating capacity
will involve higher financing costs and more risk management requirements than
was the case during the most recent building boom.

More broadly, we must adopt policies to support the future evolution to an
industry structure where merchant generators make most of their money by
building and operating power plants cheaply and reliably and selling most of their
output under longer term contracts to financial intermediaries and load serving
entities. We want to design the markets so that firms eam profits by being the
least cost suppliers, rather than by being good at engaging in behavior to increase
price spikes in the spot market.

Well functioning competitive power markets require a more robust transmission
systems than we had under with vertically integrated regulated monopolies. Yet
transmission investment continues to stagnate as congestion problems increase.
In some parts of the country, reliability problems are growing, not because there
is inadequate generating capacity in the region, but because there is inadequate
transmission capacity to deliver it where it is needed. More transmission
congestion increases local market power problems which in turn triggers the need
for more regulatory interventions which may simultaneously undermine
investment incentives. If we are not successful in adopting policies that stimulate
more investment in transmission capacity to support competitive electricity
markets we will face very serious electricity reliability and local market power
problems in many parts of the U.S. within a few years.

The absence of a coherent national policy governing electricity sector
restructuring, wholesale and retail competition, and effective market monitoring
and enforcement, supported by compatible federal legislation, is a serious
impediment to achieving good performance for the sector. Wholesale electricity
markets naturally span large regions of the country that encompass many states.
Decisions made in one state affect electricity prices, supplies, and reliability in
other states in the region. The conflicts between policies and perspectives about
the costs and benefits of electricity sector restructuring and competition among
the states substantially increases the difficulties FERC faces in enforcing its
responsibilities under the Federal Power Act. The lack of clear national policy
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mandates no doubt reflects the lack of consensus about the merits of industry
restructuring and competition and how best to get from here to there. However, at
the very least, FERC and the states must have a constructive cooperative working
relationship that reflects a common set of performance goals. Moreover, at least
in the Northeast, there is a broad commitment to wholesale and retail competition
and a reasonable amount of agreement about how to move forward with it. It is
important that controversies elsewhere in the country not slow down the efforts by
the states, market participants, and [SOs in the Northeast to continue to make
constructive reforms.

Let me now turn to a brief assessment of how FERC has responded to the lessons
learned over the last 18 months. In my June 13, 2001 testimony I was critical of FERC’s
responses to the California electricity crisis:

“It should not have taken FERC so long to evaluate the performance of
California’s markets when they exploded during summer 2000...”

“I was especially disappointed by FERC’s response to abundant evidence that
market power problems were exacerbating an already bad situation caused by
rising natural gas prices, reduced imports of power, higher demand and rising
prices for NOx emissions permits.”

“There is a very basic problem here. FERC does not appear to have a clear
definition of market power, has not identified the empirical indicia it will use to
measure the presence and extent of market power, does not routinely collect or
analyze the data necessary to draw conclusions about market power, has not
defined how much market power is too much market power to satisfy its
obligations to ensure that wholesale electricity prices are just and reasonable, and
it does not appear to have a well developed set of mitigation measures that it can
choose from if it indeed finds that there is a significant market power problem.
This is not a prescription for success in the identification of and effective response
to serious market power problems.”

“By delaying its analysis of the problem, by failing to specify a clear definition of
market power, by failing to specify or apply clear numerical criteria for evaluating
market performance generally, and by ignoring constructive comprehensive
proposals for mitigation, FERC did not in my opinion properly fulfill its
responsibilities to respond to the California’s market meltdown adequately or ina
timely fashion.”

31 also indicated that “It is not my intention to place all of the blame on FERC for prolonging or
exacerbating the crisis. There is plenty of blame to go around and policy makers have spent too much time
looking for parties to blame and too little time fixing the problems. The CPUC’s slow reaction to the
problems, its failure to increase retail prices, the ensuing utility credit problems, and the legitimate
reluctance of suppliers to supply without some assurance of getting paid certainly worsened the underlying
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“If FERC is successfully to perform on its obligations it will have to change as
well. FERC needs to become an agency with the human resources, organizational
structure, administrative procedures and leadership that allows it to play an active
constructive role in guiding resolution of wholesale market design issues, to be
actively involved in ongoing monitoring of market performance, to develop and
effectively apply objective market performance indicia, and to act quickly and
cooperatively with the relevant state agencies, Independent System Operators,

Regional Transmission Organizations, and market participants to fix serious

market performance problems quickly once they have been diagnosed. FERC

must also play a more active role in creating new organizational structures and
regulatory institutions to govern the nation’s currently balkanized transmission
system.” ‘

1 believe that FERC has made a lot of progress in the last 18 months under
Chairman Patrick Wood’s leadership and has responded positively to the criticisms that [
made in mid-2001. While T do not necessarily agree with everything FERC has done or
proposes to do, [ am generally pleased with the tone that has now been set at the top, the
institutions that have been created to monitor electricity and gas markets, and with the
electricity market reform initiatives that have been undertaken. The Chairman and the
other FERC Commissioners have repeatedly made it clear to market participants that they
are committed to creating well functioning competitive wholesale markets and that they
will not tolerate efforts to manipulate market prices, violate market rules, engage in fraud,
and other market abuses. The FERC Commissioners now appear to recognize that
market power, price manipulation and fraud are real potential problems in electricity and
gas markets, that serious market aberrations require serious investigation, that if a careful

and professional investigation results in evidence of abuse, penalties will be assessed

where appropriate, and that FERC must play a central role in responsibly monitoring

wholesale market problems. The failure of FERC and the CPUC to find 2 way to work together
constructively to find practical solutions in the early Fall of 2000 made the crisis much worse than
necessary.”
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markets and responding quickly to serious problems in order to restore credibility to
wholesale electricity markets and to improve their performance.

In April, 2002 FERC‘ created a new Office of Market Oversight and
Investigations. The new Office is to “ ... help the Commission improve its understanding
of energy market operations and ensure vigilant and fair oversight of those areas under
Commission jurisdiction. The Office of Market Oversight and Investigations will
oversee and assess the operations of the nation's gas, oil pipeline, and electricity markets.
Its functions will include understanding energy markets and risk management, measuring
market performance, investigating compliance violations, and analyzing market data.
The office will be made up of a multi-disciplinary team of economists, engineers,
attorneys, auditors, data management specialists, financial analysts, regulatory policy
analysts, energy analysts, and support staff.”*

I have been arguing for some time that there was the need for an office of this
type to be created within FERC. Iam very pleased that an office with a professional staff
dedicated to measuring market performance, market monitoring and investigation has
now been created. There is still much work to be done in defining how market
performance will be measured, what criteria will be used for monitoring market behavior,
and what mitigation measures will be proposed and how they will be received by the
Commission. However, the Office seems to be off to a good start, is reaching out to

others with experience with these issues for suggestions for how it can best do its work, >

4 http://www.ferc.fed us/about/offices/offices/omoi/omoi.htm

* I participated in the Technical Conference on market monitoring issues held by FERC Staff on October 2,
2002. http://www.ferc.fed.us/Electric/RTO/Mrkt-Stret-comments/nopr/RMO1-120moi-09-20-02.pdf. The
Staff received a range of views regarding methods and metrics for measuring market structure, performance
and participant behavior.
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and improving coordination with market monitoring units in the three ISOs in the
Northeast and the California ISO.

The Commission has also launched a number of investigations growing out of the
California electricity crisis. In February, 2002 FERC initiated an investigation of gas and
electricity markets in the West prior to and during the explosion in electricity and natural
gas prices that accompanied the California electricity crisis, largely stimulated by
revelations about Enron’s behavior.® The investigation has been broad, aggressive and
has sought help by outside experts to assist with it.” It is being coordinated with other
agencies, including the Department of Justice, the SEC and the CFTC. An interim Staff
report was issued in August 2002 which found evidence of violations by Enron and
possibly other market participants of the letter or the spirit of market rules, resulting in
higher electricity prices, along with actions aimed at inflating prices and trading volumes
for natural gas and electricity reported to and by trade publications® (The efforts to
inflate prices reported to trade publications would only have made sense if this behavior
in turn led to higher actual prices in spot or forward markets, though the FERC Staff has
made no finding yet on these effects.) Indeed, perhaps for the first time, the Staff
concluded that certain behavior represented the exercise of market power and not just the
result of flawed or inconsistent market rules.” A number of other investigations and

litigated cases are ongoing, including the California refund cases, the El Paso Pipeline

¢ http://www.ferc.fed. us/electric/bulkpower/pa02-2/02-13-02 pdf .

7 http:/fwww. ferc. fod us/electric/bulkpower/pa02-2/pa02-2 him .

? Staff Report, ibid. at page 94; “This behavior (raising prices and the last minute where buyers are unable
or incapable of saying no) was not legitimate arbitrage, but was an exercise of market power.”
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investigation,'® abusive self-dealing transactions between Enron’s regulated and
unregulated affiliates.

Ultimately, FERC’s effectiveness and credibility as both a market facilitator and a
complementary market monitor will depend on its ability to establish rules that increase
market and regulatory transparency, to complete ongoing investigations in a way that
demonstrates that it will carefully, completely and professionally evaluate the evidence,
assess penalties if serious abuses are found, exonerate market participants under
investigation if they are not, and complete the investigations as quickly as is reasonably
possible.

In Order No. 2001 (April, 2002), FERC established rules that require detailed
reporting on transactions within the electric energy and natural gas markets. These new
rules should increase market transparency and facilitate more effective monitoring of
these markets by FERC and the public.

Finally, on July 31, 2002, FERC issued its Notice of Proposed Rulemaking on
Standard Market Design and Structure (SMD)."' This is a sweeping rulemaking that
attempts to deal with many of the problems with wholesale markets that have been
identified, including effects to respond to many of the “lessons learned” discussed earlier
in my testimony. I recognize that many of the proposals in the SMD are controversial.
And while I agree with many of them, I also believe that there are several aspects of the

SMD NOPR that need significant improvement and revision. Nevertheless, this is a

' hitp://www.fere fed.us/electric/butkpower/RP00-241-006-09-23-02.pdf .

" hitp.//www.ferc fed.us/Electric/RTO/Mrkt-Stret-comments/discussion_paper.hitm .
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serious, even courageous effort by FERC to facilitate wholesale market competition and
improve market performance. Market monitoring and mitigation proposals are fully
integrated into the SMD and the potential for exercising market power and the need to
mitigate it has influenced important aspects of the proposals.

FERC has wisely extended the time period for filing comments on the SMD
NOPR and has initiated various outreach efforts to better explain certain aspects of the
SMD proposals and to receive advice from interested parties about problems with the
SMD and potential improvements to its proposals.”> Because there are wide variations
among states and regions in how deeply they have embraced FERC’s vision of wholesale
and. retail electricity competition, and how far they have moved down the restructuring
path, it is likely that the SMD’s basic principles for wholesale market structure will have
to be adapted to better match these regional differences. The alternative appears to be
political gridlock and substantial delays. As I have already noted, it would be
unfortunate, for example, if the controversies over the SMD, slowed down reforms taking
place in the Northeast where most of the states have embraced FERC’s vision for
wholesale and retail electricity competition and where the better features of the SMD are
already being implemented.

Overall, I believe that FERC is doing a much better job today as both a market
facilitator and a market monitor than it was doing at the height of the California
electricity crisis. The Commission’s efforts to facilitate fair competition in wholesale
power markets, to improve market performance and to identify and mitigate market

abuses deserve your support. One does not have to agree with all of FERC’s decisions

12 hitp://www.ferc. fed. us/Electric/RTO/Mrkt-Stret-comments/discussion paper.htm. As of October 20,
2002.
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and policy proposals to recognize that this is an agency whose leadership now recognizes
that a credible market monitoring and enforcement program is an important part of its job
and that it is necessary for facilitating the development of competitive electricity markets
" that work well. However, institutional cultures can take 4 long time to change, and only
time will tell whether this view at the top has been fully institutionalized within the

agency.
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Chairman Leiberman and Members of the Committee, T am pleased to subrmit this written
statement on the lessons that should be learned about regulating energy markets from the California
electricity crisis and the Enron bankruptcy and how these lessons should change way the Federal
Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC) carries out its statutory mandate to set just and reasonable
wholesale prices for electricity.! This issueis particularly timely given the current state of electricity
re-structuring in the United States, and the recent Notice of Proposed Rulemaking (NOPR) issued
by FERC outlining a standard market design (SMD). It is essential that the right lessons be learned
from these two regulatory failures before FERC issues it final order on standard market design.
Otherwise, it is very likely that these standard market rules will introduce market design flaws that
can enhance the ability of market participants to exercise significant unilateral market power, and
therefore increase the likelihood of future regulatory failures like the California electricity crisis and
the Enron bankruptcy.

My testimony proceeds as follows. First, I will provide a diagnosis of the causes of the
California electricity crisis. This is followed by a discussion of the actions taken at the state and
federal level to end this crisis and their impact on the performance of the California electricity
market. I then will describe the state and federal actions that ultimately ended the crisis. This is
followed by a discussion of what I believe are the major lessons for electricity market design to be
learned from the California crisis and the Enron bankruptcy. My testimony concludes with a
recommendations for how FERC should change the way it carries out it statutory mandate to set just

and reasonable wholesale prices as a result of these lessons learned. In this discussion, I describe

' am a Professor of Economics at Stanford University, Since April 1, 1998, I have been the Chairman of the
Market Surveillance Committee (MSC) for the Independent System Operator (ISO) of California electricity industry.
The MSC is an independent committee that monitors the performance of the California market and the California 1SO for
the Federal Energy Regulatory C« ission. A di ion of my academic research and the role of the MSC in the
California eleciricity market is given the end of my testimony. This is followed by a listing of the reports prepared by the
MSC that have been submitted to the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission since the start of the California market.
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a worst-case scenario for how another California electricity crisis could occur if these

recommendations are not followed.

Diagnosing the California Electricity Crisis

At the outset, T would like to emphasize that the California electricity crisis was not a market
failure, a but a regulatory failure. As has been shown in recent research that [ have carried out with
Severin Borenstein and James Bushnell of the University of California, the relationship between the
underlying market fundamentals and the level market power exercised in the California electricity
market was not appréciably different between the summer of 2000 and the surnmers of 1998 and
1999.% Asis becoming increasingly clear as more information becomes publicly available about the
behavior of market participants in the California market during the period May 2000 to June 2001,
there was never a shortage of generation capacity to serve consumers in California and the rest of
the West. Instead, the observed scarcity electricity of during the crisis period was caused by market
participants creating an artificial shortage of electricity that would enable them to sell the electricity
they did provide at substantially higher prices. A number of independent studies by the California
1S0’s Department of Market Analysis, the California Public Utilities Commissions and several
academic studies using publicly available data have documented this withholding behavior by
generation unit owners during the crisis period.> This artificial scarcity during the crisis period also
allowed suppliers to charge substantially higher prices for any electricity delivered under any
forward financial contract with a delivery date in the future less than the time necessary bring a
substantial amount of new generating capacity on-line to serve California. Operationally, thismeant
that any forward financial contract signed during the period January 2001 and May 2001 that
delivers any electricity during the period June 2001 to December 2003 would reflect the level of

2Borenstcin, Severin, Bushnell, James, and Wolak, Frank. (2002) “Measuring Market Inefficiencies in
California’s Restructured Wholesale Electricity Market,” available from hitp:/fwww.stanford.edu/~wolak.

3Joskow, Paul and Kahn, Ed, (2002) “A Quantitative Analysis of Pricing Behavior in California’s Wholesale
Electricity Market During the Summer of 2000: The Final Word,” available at http://econ-www.mit.edu/faculty/pjoskow,
is the most widely cited study using publicly available data. The ISO’s Department of Market Analysis produced a
number of reports using confidential data quantifying the extent of withholding behavior among the large California
market participants. The California Public Utilities Commission recently released a study of withholding behavior during
the period January 2001 to May 2001 by the large California market participants available at http://www.cpuc.ca.gov
/published/Graphics/19417 PDF.
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market power that suppliers expected {at the time they signed the contract) to exist in the spot
electricity market at the delivery date.

Market participants did not need to coordinate their behavior to create this artificial shortage
of electricity that allowed them to set extremely high electricity prices during the period May 2000
to June 2001. Because of water availability for hydroelectric production in the Pacific Northwest
during the summer of 2000, market participants found this behavior unilaterally profit-maximizing
given the actions of other suppliers in the West. Evidence of this significant decline in import
availability is that the average hourly quantity of imports into California during the latter part of the
summer of 2000 was roughly half the average hourly value of imports during the same time period
in 1999, despite average electricity prices in during the latter part of the summer of 2000 more than
5 times higher than average prices during the latter part of the summer of 1999. To understand the
importance of import availability to performance of the California market, it is important to recall
that, historically, California has obtained roughly one-quarter of its electricity needs from imporis.

Owners of fossil-fuel generation facilities serving the California market recognized that
higher profits were possible by pursuing a strategy of withholding capacity from the market either
by refusing to offer their units to the market, declaring their units unavailable to operate, or by
bidding prices vastly in excess of the average variable cost of supplying electricity from their
generation units. This withholding behavior by fossil-fuel generation owners during the period May
2000 to June 2001 is documented in the studies referred to earlier in my testimony. Further evidence
consistent with this withholding behavior is the unprecedented quantity of generation capacity
unavailable to serve California during the period June 2000 to June 2001. For example, during the
seven-month period November 1, 2000 to May 31, 2001, the average daily quantity of generation
capacity forced or scheduled off-line in California was in excess of 10,000 megawatts (MW).* This
figure is slightly less than one-quarter of the total amount of generating capacity in California.

The combination of low import availability and extraordinary high levels of generation
capacity off-line in California allowed in-state suppliers to bid the capacity they did make available
at extremely high prices and still have their bids accepted. Because the vast majority of imports

from the Pacific Northwest are from hydroelectric facilities, the quantity of imports of available to

“The California Energy Comnission compiles summary statistics on the average daily amount of capacity off-
1ine on a monthly basis at htip://www.energy.ca.gov/electricity/monthly_oft line.html.

3



162

California was not likely to change until water conditions in Pacific Northwest improved. Water
levels in Pacific Northwest during the last quarter of 2000 and first quarter of 2001 were extremely
low and forecast to be as low or lower during the spring and summer of 2001. Consequently, it was
reasonable for suppliers to expect that their withholding strategy would be extremely profitable
through, at least, the autumn of 2001, because of forecast low water levels (and import availability)
in the Pacific Northwest during this time period.

Further evidence that the California electricity crisis was due to an artificial scarcity of
electricity is that all of the blackouts of firm electricity customers ocenrred during the months of
January, March and May of 2001, when the daily peak demand for electricity was no greater than
34,000 MW. However, I would like to stress that the California ISO was able serve demand peaks
above 43,000 MW during the summer of 2000 and demand peaks above 41,000 MW during the
summer of 2001 without curtailing firm electricity customers. Rolling blackouts during these
months, the high-consumption period of the annual demand cycle in California, would be consistent
with a true shortage of generating capacity. In contrast, rolling blackouts during January and March,
the low-consumption period of the annual demand cycle, and early May, a time of comparatively
low demand, casts considerable doubt on the existence of a true scarcity of generating capacity to
serve California.

While the above description of events in the California market might give the impression
that suppliers engaged in illegal behavior to raise electricity prices during crisis period, I would like
to emphasize that explicit coordination among suppliers was not necessary. Clearly, coordinated
behavior among California participants would have made it easier to create this artificial scarcity,
but, the technology of producing and distributing electricity and how it is priced to final consumers,
combined with certain market conditions can result in the unilateral profit-maximizing responses
of suppliers to these system conditions setting prices vastly in excess of competitive levels.
Specifically, the availability imports to California during the crisis period and the very small
quantity of forward contract coverage between California suppliers and the three large load-serving
entities (LSEs) in California~Pacific Gas and Electric (PG&E), Southern California Edison (SCE)
and San Diego Gas and Electric (SDG&E)-combined with the unilateral profit-maximizing actions
of these suppliers to raise average energy prices over the period May 2000 to June 2001 to more than
five times average prices over the period April 1, 1998 (the start of the California wholesale market)
until April 30, 2000.
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Fundamental Enabler of Supplier Market Power in California

I will now describe the primary factor that allowed suppliers serving the California market
to raise prices vastly in excess of competitive levels during the period May 2000 to June 2001.
Different from any other wholesale electricity market operating in the US or any other country in
the world, when California sold off approximately 18,000 MW of fossil-fuel generation capacity
owned by PG&E, SCE, and SDG&E to Duke, Dynegy, Reliant, AES, and Mirant, the five new
entrants to the California market, it was done without an accompanying provision that the new
owners agree to sell back to these three firms at fixed-price a large fraction of the expected annual
output from these units in long-term contract with a duration of at least 5 years. These mandatory
buy-back forward contracts sold along with the generation units are typically called “vesting
contracts.” A vesting contract on a 500 MW unit might require the new owner to sell an average
of 400 MWh each hour back to the load-serving entity that sold the generation asset at a price set
by the regulator (before the asset is sold) for a period of at least 5 years. There are number
modifications to this basic vesting contract structure, but the crucial feature of these forward
contracts is that they obligates the new owner to sell fixed quantity of energy each year at a fixed
price to the (LSE) affiliate of the former owner.

This forward contract sets up an extremely powerful incentive for the new owner to produce
at least the contract quantity from its unit each hour of the day. The new owner must purchase any
energy necessary to meet its forward contract obligations that it does not supply from its own units
at the spot market price and sell it at the previously agreed upon fixed price. Consequently, the
supplier only has an incentive to bid to raise the market price if it is assured that it will produce at
least its forward contract obligations from its own units. However, this supplier cannot be assured
of producing its forward contract obligation unless its bids for this quantity of energy are low
enough to be accepted by the ISO. Ifeach supplier knows that other suppliers have vesting contracts
and are eager to supply at least their forward contract obligations from their own units, then all
suppliers will have strong incentives to bid very close to their marginal cost of production for their
forward contract obligation. This aggressive bidding brought about by the desire of suppliers to
cover their forward contract positions will set market prices very close to competitive levels in all
but the highest demand periods when at least one supplier is confident that it will be needed by the
ISO to produce more energy than its forward contract quantity regardless of how high it bids.
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In contrast, if suppliers have little or no forward contract obligations, their incentive to bid
substantially in excess of the marginal cost supplying electricity from their units can be much
greater. That is because they will earn the market-clearing price on all of electricity they produce.
Because these suppliers have no forward contract obligations to meet, they are net suppliers of
electricity with the first MWh of electricity they produce. To understand this dramatic change in
the incentive to raise prices caused by having no forward contract obligations, consider the 500 MW
unit described earlier. Suppose this supplier actually produces 450 MWh of energy. Inaworld with
vesting contracts, if it manages to raise market prices by $1/MWh, this will increase its revenues by
the difference of 450 MWh (the amount energy it actually produces) and 400 MWh (the amount of
its forward contract obligation), times $1/MWh or $50. In contrast, in a world with no forward
contract obligation, if this firm manages to increase the market price by $1/MWh is earns an
additional $450 in revenues, because it is paid this price for all of its sales. In this simple example,
the lack of any forward contract obligation for the suppliers has resulted in a 9 times greater
incentive to raise market prices by $1/MWHh, than would be case if the firm had the forward contract
obligation to supply 400 MWh. Extending this example to the case of suppliers that own a portfolio
of generation units, one can immediately see the tremendous increase in the incentive bid in excess
of marginal costs during certain system conditions caused by the lack of vesting contracts. The five
new entrants to the California market had very limited forward contract commitments to the three
large load serving entities in California.” Consequently, any increase in the market price could be
earned on virtually all of the energy produced by these suppliers.

This same incentive for suppliers to raise spot prices in the eastern ISO is limited to extreme
demand conditions, because all of the large load-serving entities in these markets either own
sufficient generation capacity to meet virtually all of their final demand obligations or have vesting
contracts with the new owners of their units for substantial fraction of the expected output of these
units. Consequently, the exercise of significant market power only occurs during very high demand

conditions.® Although it is difficult to get precise estimates of extend that final demand is covered

5The California Power Exchange ran a “block forwards™ long-term finaneial contract market, and some of the
California LSEs had purchased a limited amount of long-term financial contract coverage from this market.

“James Bushnell and Celeste Saravia. "An Empirical Assessment of the Competitiveness of the New England

Electricity Market" (May 2002, available from http://www.ucei.betkeley.eduw/ucel/PDF/csemwp101.pdf ) shows that
significant market power exists during high demand conditions in the New England and PJM electricity markets.

6



165

by forward coniracts, estimates for the PIM, New York and New England Markets suggest thatmore
than 90 percent of annual demand is covered by forward financial obligations either in the form of
generation ownership or forward financial contracts . In California during the period May 2000 to
June 2001, this figure was close to 40%, which is the approximate average percentage of the total
demand of the three large investor-owned utilities that could be met from their own generation units.
As noted above, the five new entrants—Duke, Dynegy, Reliant, AES and Mirant-had very limited
forward contract obligations to supply to these three large LSEs.

The very limited forward contract obligations to the three LSEs by the five new fossil-fuel
capacity entrants combined with low import availability during the second half of 2000 created an
environment where the unilateral profit-maximizing bidding behavior of these suppliers resulted in
prices vastly in excess of competitive levels. If California had forward contract coverage for final
demand at the same levels relative to annual demand as is the case in the eastern ISOs, I do not
believe that California suppliers would have found it unilaterally profit-maximizing to withheld
capacity to create the artificial scarcity that allowed them to raise market prices dramaticafly.
Moreover, even if they had been able to raise market prices, California consumers would have only
had to pay these extremely high prices for less than 10 percent of their consumption rather than for
close to 60 percent of their consumption.

The lack of forward contract obligations to final load in California created an additional harm
to California relative to other states in the west that used the spot market for less than 5% percent
of their electricity needs. The substantially larger spot market share in California meant that the
same $/MWh electricity price increase resulted in wholesale energy payments increases in California
that were more than10 to 12 times higher than the wholesale energy payments increases in the rest

of the western US.
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Regulatory Dispute that Led to California Crisis

The California electricity crisis was the direct result of the conflict between the Federal
Energy Regulatory Commission and the state of California over the appropriate regulatory response
to the extremely high wholesale electricity prices in California during the summer and autumn of
2000. The state of California argued that wholesale electricity prices during the summer and autumn
of 2000 were unjust and unreasonable and it was therefore illegal under the Federal Power Act of
1935 for California consumers to pay these wholesale prices. However, not until it issued a
preliminary order on November 1, 2000 did FERC first state that wholesale prices in California were
unjust and unreasonable and reflected the exercise of significant market power by suppliers to the
Californiamarket. Although FERC reached this conclusion almost four months after California, the
ultimate conflict between the FERC and state of California does not appear to be over whether
wholesale prices in California during the summer and autumn of 2000 were illegal under the Federal
Power Act. Instead, the ultimate regulatory conflict that led to the California crisis appears to be
over the appropriate remedy for these unjust and unreasonable prices.

To understand the statutory mandate that FERC operates under that allows this regulatory
failure to occur, it is useful to review the provisions of the Federal Power Act that require FERC to
set “just and reasonable” wholesale electricity prices and to describe how FERC has managed to
introduce wholesale electricity markets in spite of its statutory mandate to set just and reasonable
wholesale prices. The accepted legal standard for just and reasonable wholesale prices are those that
recover production costs, including a “fair” rate of return on the capital invested by the firm.
Moreover, if the FERC finds that wholesale electricity prices are unjust and unreasonable, the
Federal Power Act gives it considerable authority to take the actions necessary to set just and
reasonable prices. Finally, the Federal Power Act requires that FERC order refunds for any
payments by consumers for prices in excess just and reasonable levels.

Approximately ten years ago FERC embarked on an explicit policy to promote wholesale
electricity markets throughout the US. The price a generation unit owner receives from selling into
a wholesale electricity market is would be determined by the willingness of all generation unit
owners to supply electricity, rather than an administrative process that uses the firm’s production
costs and a rate of return on capital invested to determine the price it is paid. The just and
reasonable price standard for wholesale electricity prices required by the Federal Power Act

presented a significant legal and regulatory challenge for FERC because markets can set prices

8
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substantially in excess of the production costs for sustained periods of time. This occurs because
one or more firms operating in the market have market power—the ability to raise market prices
through their unilateral action and profit from this price increase.

Because of the very large potential harm from the exercise of unilateral market power by
firms in a competitive electricity market, FERC has determined that unless a firm can prove that it
does not possess market power it is not eligible to receive market-based prices. An implication of
FERC’s logic for granting market-based rate authority is that only if all firms participating in a
market possess no market power will the price set by the market satisfy the just and reasonable
standard of the Federal Power Act. Specifically, before it allows any market participant to receive
a market price rather than a cost-based regulated price, FERC requires each participant to
demonstrate that it does not have market power. My previous testimony submitted to this committee
on June 13, 2001 describes FERC’s process for determining whether a firm is can sell at market-
based prices.’

As should be clear from the events in California from June 2600 to June 2001, the process
FERC uses to determine whether a firm is eligible to receive market-based prices is fatally flawed.
First, the dichotomy implicit in the FERC process that a firm either possesses market power or does
not possess market power is factually false. Depending on conditions in the transmission in network
and the operating decisions of all market participants, almost any firm can possess substantial market
power in the sense of being able to impact significantly the market price through its unilateral
actions. Second, it also extremely difficult, if not impossible, to determine on a prospective basis
the frequency that a firm possesses substantial market power given the tremendous uncertainty about
system conditions and the incentives they create for the behavior of other firms in the market.
Finally, the methodology used by the FERC to make a determination of whether a firm has the
ability to exercise market power uses analytical techniques that have long been acknowledged by
the economics profession as grossly inadequate. My June 13, 2001 testimony describes these
shortcomings in detail.

Because FERC granted market-based price authority to all sellers in the California market

using a flawed and outdated methodology without any accompanying regulatory safeguards, itis not

7Wolak, F.A. “Written Testimony On Role of Federal Energy Regulatory Commission in Functioning of
California Electricity Market,” June 13, 2001 (available from http:/www stanford .edw/~wolak).
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surprising that a sustained period of the exercise of significant market power and unjust and
unreasonable wholesale prices occurred because of the substantial dependence of California’s three
large LSEs on the spot market. However, FERC’s remedies implemented in its December 15, 2000
order are more difficult to understand. Despite filings by a large number of parties arguing that
these remedies (also proposed in the November 15, 2000 preliminary order) would be ineffective
at best and most likely harmful to market, FERC still implemented their proposed remedies largely
without modification. For example, the Market Surveillance Committee of the California ISO that
I chair wrote in its December 1, 2000 comments, “The MSC concludes in its analysis that the
Proposed Order’s remedies are likely to be ineffective to constrain market power and, in fact, could
exacerbate California’s supply shortfalls, and thereby, increase wholesale energy prices.”
Unfortunately, this is precisely what happened following the implementation of these remedies in
January of 2001. The California Power Exchange went bankrupt, PG&E declared bankruptey, SCE
came close to declaring bankruptcy, and rolling blackouts of firm load occurred in January, March
and May of 2001.

Asnoted in the Decemaber 1, 2000 MSC report, FERC’s soft price cap policy contained in
its December 15, 2000 final order amounted to no price cap on wholesale electricity prices, because
all suppliers bad to do was to cost-justify their bids in excess of the $150/MWh soft price cap,
something they found increasingly easy to do over time because FERC only did a very limited
review of the prudency of these cost justifications. Rather than remedying the unjust and
unreasonable prices of the sumnmer and autumn of 2000, the December 15, 2000 remedies produced
wholesale prices from January 1, 2001 to the end of June 2001 that were substantially higher than
average wholesale prices during any preceding or following six-month period, along with the rolling

blackouts and bankruptcies and near-bankruptcies described above.

EWolak, Frank A., Nordhaus, Robert, and Shapiro, Carl, “Analysis of ‘Order Proposing Remedies for California
Wholesale Electric Markets {Issued November 1, 2000},” December 1, 2000 (available from
hitp/iwww stanford.eduw/~wolak).
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Solution to Califernia Electricity Crisis

I now address the question of the solution to California electricity crisis. As described
above, the lack of vesting contracts between California suppliers and the three large LSEs created
strong incentives for suppliers to withhold capacity from the market in order to increase spot prices.
By this logic, if enough California suppliers had a substantial amount of their capacity committed
in long-term contracts to California LSEs, the incentive California suppliers had to withhold
capacity from the market would be substantially reduced and the accompanying very high average
spot prices created by this artificial scarcity would be largely eliminated. For this reason, the
December 1, 2000 report of the Market Surveillance Committee proposed a joint/federal state
regulatory mechanism to implement what amounted to ex-post vesting contracts between
California’s LSEs and suppliers to the California market at fixed prices set by the FERC. However,
this regulated forward contract remedy was rejected by FERC in its December 15, 2000 order.
Consequently, if the state of California wished purchase the quantity and mix of forward contracts
necessary to commit suppliers to the California market during the summer 2001 and following two
years, it would have to pay prices that reflected the market power that suppliers expected to exist
in the spot market in California over the coming two years. Suppliers would not voluntarily sell
their output in a forward contracts that covered this time period at prices below what they expected
to receive in the spot market.

Thus, the only way for California to lower the price it had to pay for a forward contract was
to increase the duration of the contract or the fraction of energy purchased in the later years of
contract. By committing to purchase more power from existing suppliers at prices above the level
of spot prices likely to exist in California more than two years into the future, California could
obtain a lower overall forward contract price. However, this was simply a case of paying for the
market power that was likely to exist in the California spot market during the period June 2001 to
May 2003 on the installment plan rather only during this two-year time period.

During the late winter and early spring of 2001, the state of California implemented this
solution, by signing approximately $45 billion in forward contracts with durations averaging
approximately ten years. These forward contracts committed a significant amount electricity to the
California market during the summer of 2001 and even more in the summer of 2002 and beyond.
‘While a few of the forward contracts signed during the winter of 2001 began making deliveries in

late March and the beginning April and May of 2001, a substantial fraction these contracts began
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delivering power to California during June 1, 2001. The vast majority of the remaining contracts
delivering power during summer of 2001, began July 1, 2001 and August 1, 2001.

FERC Price mitigation plan described in its June 19, 2001 order was implemented June 20,
2001. This plan established a west-wide pricé cap and required power marketers to bid as price
takers in the California market. However, all sellers other than power marketers were still allowed
the opportunity to cost-justify and be paid as-bid for their electricity at prices above this west-wide
price cap.

To assess the relative impact on spot market outcomes of this price mitigation plan relative
to the forward contracts purchased by the state of California, it is important to bear in mind the
following facts. First, the FERC price mitigation plan only applied to sales in the California ISO
real-time market. During this time period less than 5% of the energy consumed in California was
paid the ISO real-time price. The vast majority of sales during the summer of 2001 were made
through the long-term forward confracts signed during the winter of 2001 and medium-term
commitments to supply power negotiated by the California Department of Water Resources.
Second, according to the California ISO’s Department of Market Analysis, average prices for
incremental energy were slightly below $70/MWh during July of 2001 and less than $50/MWh for
the remaining months of 2001. Throughout this entire time period the west-wide price cap was
slightly above $91/MWh. Third, according to the July 25, 2001 Market Analysis Report of the
ISO’s Department of Market Analysis, the extent to which real-time prices exceeded the competitive
benchmark price during the period June 1, 2001 to June 19, 2001 was substantially smaller than it
was any previous month during 2001°. The result is consistent with the forward contracts beginning
delivery on June 1, 2001 providing incentives for more competitive spot market behavior. Finally,
it is important to note that demand during each month of 2001 was approximately 5% percent less
than demand during the same month of 2000, because of significant conservation efforts by
California consumers. All of these facts suggest that the June 19, 2001 price mitigation plan was
not a binding constraint on real-time prices during the vast majority of hours of the second half of

2001.

Sheffrin, Anjali, “Market Analysis Report,” July 25, 2001 (available from
‘htip://www.caiso.com/docs/2001/07/26/200107260820387855.pdf)
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Monthly average real-time incremental energy prices from January 1, 2002 to September 30,
2002, the end of price mitigation period, averaged between $50/MWH and $60/MWh, which
provides evidence that this price mitigation plan was not the binding constraint on prices for the vast
majority of hours of the first nine months of 2002 as well. Average prices for near-term energy
during the period July 1, 2001 to September 30, 2002 were significantly lower than average
incremental real-time energy prices over this same time period. This result provides evidence that
the long-term contracts signed during the winter of 2001 caused suppliers to exhibit more
competitive behavior in the near-term energy market during this time period. More recent analyses
of market outcomes by the Department of Analysis of the California ISO that accounts for the
impact of the forward contract obligations of the large suppliers finds additional evidence consistent
with the view that these forward contract obligation increased the competitiveness of the near-term
and real-time electricity markets during the period July 2001 to September 2002.

Although I believe that the FERC July 19, 2001 price mitigation order, at most, had a very
limited impact on the competitiveness of the medium-term and real-time spot markets for electricity
in California relative to the impact of forward contracts signed by the state of California during the
winter of’ 2001, the greater willingness of FERC to support the actions of the California ISO
operators following the June 19, 2001 order significantly benefitted the reliability of the California
ISO transmission network, Following the implementation of the June 19, 2001 order, FERC was
much more willing to take tangible actions in support of the ISO’s efforts to make suppliers comply
with FERC’s must offer requirement as well as a number of other provisions of the ISO tariff. I
believe that these actions convinced California market participants that FERC was now taking are
far more active role in regulating the California market and that this more active presence in

California benefitted system reliability and market performance.

Lessons Learned from the California Electricity Crisis
Several lessons from the California electricity crisis follow directly from the diagnosis of the
causes and solution to the California electricity crisis given in the previous section of this testimony.
The most important lesson is that any re-structuring process should begin with a large fraction of
final demand covered by long-term forward contracts. Only a very small fraction of total demand
should be purchased from the medium-term and real-time markets, particularly given the way that

retail electricity is priced to final consumers throughout the US. To the extent that the wholesale
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market in a geographic region is highly dependent on imports and highly dependent on hydroelectric
power, the fraction of total demand that should be left to the medium-term and real-time market is
even smaller. For this reason, the forward contract coverage of final load at the start of the market
in California should have been even greater than what exists in any of the markets in the eastern US
because none of them are as dependent on imports and hydroelectric energy as California.

The second lesson is that state and federal regulators must coordinate theirregulatory efforts
to protect consumers. Because FERC disregarded much of the input from California regulators and
policymakers and other independent monitoring entities intimately acquainted with the performance
of the California market during autumn of 2000 in formulating its December 15, 2000 order
implementing remedies for the California market, this order had many unintended consequences that
only made matters worse, rather than remedying the extreme market power exercised in the spot
electricity market in California. This outcome underscores an important component of this lesson
this is particularly relevant for states that have not yet re-structured. State regulators cannot protect
consumers from market power in the wholesale market without the cooperation of the FERC because
it is the only regulatory body charged with setting just and reasonable wholesale electricity prices.
To provide the necessary assurance to states that another regulatory crisis between FERC and state
regulators will not oceur at some future date, it may be necessary for FERC to implement a formal
mechanism that guarantees that it will fulfill its statutory mandate to set just and reasonable
wholesale prices in the most timely manner possible should market outcomes that reflect significant
market power arise in any wholesale electricity market that it regulates. I am extremely skeptical
that the national political process will allow further re-structuring of the electricity supply industry
unless FERC is able to provide a greater degree of assurance to state regulators that it will provide
the same or a superior level protection to consumers relative to what they received in the former
vertically integrated utility regime. The tremendous resistance to FERC’s standard market design
NOPR expressed by politicians and policymakers in the majority of US states appears to be due in
large part to the perception that FERC cannot or will not provide this level of protection to
electricity consumers.

Animportant corollary to the necessity of coordinating federal and state regulatory policies,
is that a successful wholesale market design must take into account the existing retail market design.
Federal wholesale market polices must be coordinated with state-level retail market policies. The

details of state-level retail market policies can have potentially enormous unintended consequences
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for wholesale market performance. For example, designing a wholesale market assuming the
existence of active participation in the wholesale market by final consumers, when virtually all retail
markets in the US does not support such participation, will not create a workably competitive
wholesale market. Consequently, a national policy for a standard wholesale market design should
at least recognize that certain conditions in the retail market are necessary to support a workably
competitive wholesale market. For example, one retail market pre-condition for FERC approval of
awholesale market design would be that all customers above some peak demand level, say 200 KW,
have hourly meters at their facility and face a default price equal to the hourly spot price of
electricity at their location. FERC may also wish to consider pre-conditions on the retail infra-
structure to support participation by small business and residential customers in wholesale market,
but some pre-conditions on the retail infra-structure for large, sophisticated electricity consumers
is essential. i

A third lesson from the California crisis is that FERC cannot set ex ante criteria for a supplier
meet in order it to be allowed to receive market-based prices without an ex post criteria for assessing
whether the subsequent market prices are just and reasonable. As discussed above, it is impossible
determine with certainty on an ex aute basis whether a supplier owning a portfolio of generation
units has the ability to exercise significant market power. Consequently, I see no way for FERC to
avoid devising a transparent methodology for determining what constitutes a just and reasonable
price in a wholesale market regime. Despite over four years experience with wholesale markets in
the US, FERC is still unwilling to define what constitutes unjust and unreasonable prices. This
FERC policy creates unnecessary regulatory uncertainty and increases the likelihood of another
California electricity crisis, where there is a disagreement between FERC and state regulators over
the extent to which wholesale prices are unjust and unreasonable and the appropriate regulatory
remedies for these prices.

If one is willing to acknowledge that suppliers attempt to exploit all of the unilateral market
power that they possess and that conditions in the transmission network and the production and
consumption decisions of other market participants determine whether a firm possess substantial
market power, then it follows that a supplier cannot be immunized against the ability to exercise
market power on an ex ante basis. By this logic, the issue is no longer whether any supplier
possesses market power, but whether the unilateral actions of all market participants exercising all

available market power results in prices that impose significant harm to consumers. In other words,
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do wholesale prices reflect the exercise of a substantial amount of market power for a sustained
enough period of time to impose sufficient harm to consumers to justify regulatory intervention?
This is the fundamental question that FERC must answer in order to provide a transparent definition
of what constitutes unjust and unreasonable prices in a wholesale market regime. Specifically,
FERC should be required to define the extent of market power exercised, the geographic market
over which it is exercised and the time interval over which it exercised that results in unjust and
unreasonable wholesale prices worthy of regulatory intervention. A transparent definition of unjust
and unreasonable prices in a wholesale market regime that can be applied to any wholesale market
considerably simplifies the process of regulating wholesale markets. If this transparent standard
(that can be computed by all market participants) for prices is exceeded then regulatory intervention
should automatically occur.

This perspective on just and reasonable wholesale market prices suggests a potential logical
inconsistency in FERC’s current approach to enforcing the just and reasonable price provision of
the Federal Power Act. Specifically, in both public statements and its orders, FERC has stated that
it is important to find the bad actors and punish them for causing unjust and unreasonable prices.
While it is important to find market participants that violated market rules and take back their ill-
gotten gains as well as penalize them for any market rule violations or illegal behavior, these
statements by FERC seem to suggest that bad behavior on the part of a market participant is
necessary for unjust and unreasonable prices worthy of refunds to ocour. However, as emphasized
in the above discussion and my June 13, 2001 testimony, the unilateral actions of all privately-
owned market participants to serve their fiduciary responsibility to their shareholders and the
unilateral actions of all publicly-owned market participants to serve the ipferests of their captive
customers can result market cutcomes that reflect the exercise of enormous market power. In short,
there is no need for any malicious behavior by any market participant for a wholesale electricity
market to produce unjust and unreasonable prices. Moreover, the Federal Power Act does not
specify that prices must be the result of malicious behavior by a market participant in order for them
to deemed unjust and unreasonable. The Federal Power Act only requires that if FERC determines
that prices are unjust and unreasonable, regardless of the cause, then it must take actions to set just
and reasonable prices and it must order refunds for any payments in excess of just and reasonable

levels.
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The Federal Power Act does not say that these refunds must be paid only by firms that
violated market rules or engaged in illegal behavior. This is the fundamental logical inconsistency
that FERC faces in attempting to introduce wholesale markets without an explicit statutory mandate
to do so. Firms can be required to refund wholesale market revenues despite the fact that no market
participant engaged in any illegal behavior or violated any market rule, because their unilateral
profit-maximizing actions jointly resulted in unjust and unreasonable market prices. This means that
the legal actions of market participants in compliance with the market rules can result in market
prices that are illegal and worthy of refunds. I believe the best way for FERC to deal with this
problem is once again to set a transparent standard for what constitutes unjust and unreasonable
prices in a wholesale market regime and set a pre-specified regulatory intervention that will occur
if this standard is violated. This will minimize the potential for future FERC versus state regulatory

conflict that can create another California electricity crisis.

Recommended Changes in FERC’s Regulatory Oversight of Wholesale Market

A final lesson from California crisis is that FERC must regulate, rather than simply monitor
wholesale electricity markets. As should be clear from the previous sections and the description of
the earning warning signs of the exercise of market power in the California market discussed in my
June 13, 2001 testimony, there was no shortage of effective market monitoring in California from
the start of the market in April 1, 1998 to the present time. The Department of Market Analysis of
the California ISO, the Market Monitoring Committee of the California Power Exchange, the Market
Surveillance Committee of the California ISO, as well as a number of state agencies all documented
the exercise of market power in California. However, none of these entities had the authority to
implement any market rule changes or penalty mechanisms to limit the incentives firms had to
exercise market power or violate California ISO market rules. Only FERC has the authority to
implement market rules changes and make regulatory interventions to improve market performance.
Rather than focusing its attention of monitoring market performance, FERC should instead
concentrate on designing pro-active protocols for rapid regulatory intervention to correct market
design flaws as quickly as possible and order refunds as soon as unjust and unreasonable prices are

found.
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What allowed the California crisis to exist was not a shortage observers with radar guns
recording the speed of cars on the highway. It was the lack of traffic cops writing tickets and
imposing fines on cars that exceeded the posted speed limit.

On the topic of the necessity of FERC regulating rather than simply monitoring wholesale
market, I would like to use FERC’s soft price cap policy during the period January 2001 through
June 2001 to illustrate this point. As discussed above, the soft cap policy stated that if a generator
could cost-justify a bid in excess of the $150/MWh soft price cap, then it could be paid as bid for
itsenergy if it was needed to meet demand. However, regulation that simply says a firm must justify
their costs in order to be reimbursed, can amount to no regulation at all. The recent revelations that
energy traders in California misreported transactions prices during the crisis period suggests that it
would be easy for an electricity supplier to obtain an invoice for its natural gas input fuel purchase
at prices in excess of the actual cost to its energy trading affiliate. Consequently, without a rigorous
prudency review of how input costs are actually incurred and disallowances for imprudently incurred
costs, there is little limit on the prices that firms might be able to cost-justify. In fact, during the
period January1, 2001 to June 30, 2001, electricity suppliers often cost-justified and where paid as-
bid prices substantially in excess of $300/MWh under the guise of the FERC soft-cap policy. For
this reason, anytime FERC caps the bids that a firm might submit based on its costs of production,
it must perform a prudency review of these costs and be prepared to disallow any cost that cannot
be adequately justified.

A final point related to the importance of FERC regulating rather than simply monitoring is
the necessity of very accurate data on physical characteristics of plants, input fuel prices, other input
prices and many other aspects of the operation of the wholesale market to carry out this task. For
example, in order to perform a satisfactory review of the prudercy of costs a firm would like to
recover, FERC must have the best available data on these variables. Moreover, in order to compute
the best possible estimate of what constitutes a just and reasonable wholesale market price FERC
will need, at aminimum, the best available information on the operating characteristics of generation
units, input fuel prices, the physical state of the transmission network. Finally, in order to provide
tangible evidence on how well it is doing in delivering economic benefits (in the form of lower
prices) to consumers that they would not have received in the former vertically integrated utility
regime, FERC will need to be able to determine what prices would been under the former vertically
integrated utility regime. This will require the same information. Consequently, particularly during
the initial transition to a wholesale market regime, FERC should substantially increase, and certainly
not reduce, the amount of data that it collects from market participants if it would like to be an

effective and credible regulator.
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FEDERAL ENERGY REGULATORY COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, DC 20426

OFFICE OF THE CHAIRMAN December 20, 2002

The Honorable Joseph I. Lieberman
Chairman

Committee on Governmental Affairs
United States Senate

Washington, D.C. 20510-6260

Dear Mr. Chairman:

1 appreciate the opportunity to testify before your Committee at its November 12,
2002 hearing about the oversight of the Enron Corporation by the Federal Energy
Regulatory Commission (FERC or the Coramission) and the lessons learned from Enron's
financial collapse.

Thank you for your letter of November 26, 2002, enclosing questions from you
and Senators Fred Thompson and Carl Levin, for the record of your Committee's
November 12 hearing. My answers to those questions are enclosed.

Please note that the Commission requests CONFIDENTIAL TREATMENT
for the response to Senator Levin's Question No. 8, That response is attached in the
Confidential Non-Public Appendix to this letter. If you need additional information,
please do not hesitate to let me know.

regards,

PadWood, 11
Chairman

Enclosure
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CHAIRMAN WOOD’S RESPONSES TO QUESTIONS
SUBMITTED BY SENATORS

Senator Lieberman

Question 1: In our February 15, 2002 letter to you, the Committee requested, among
other things, a list of all communications between Enron and the
Commission {(including all Commissioners, officers or employees of FERC)
from January 1, 1992 to December 2, 2001. You responded to this request
on March 4, 2002 and supplemented this response on March 20, 2002.
Since then, questions have been raised about the completeness of these

responses.

a. Please indicate whether the information provided in FERC’s submission of
March 4, 2002 and March 20, 2002 is a complete and accurate record of
your corumunications with Enron and its representatives during that time
period. If not, please list any communications (as that term is defined in the
Committee’s February 15, 2002 letter) that you had with Enron orits
representatives from January 1, 1992 through December 2, 2001 that were
not included in the Commission’s earlier submissions to the Committee,

Answer: To the best of our knowledge, the information provided in FERC's
submissions of March 4, 2002, as supplemented on March 21, April 24, and May 8, 2002,
contains a complete and accurate record of communications between FERC employees
and Enron and its representatives during that time period. To the best of our knowledge,
those submissions plus the supplement submitted by Chairman Pat Wood to Special
Counsel Gary Brown on October 18, 2002 contain a complete and accurate record of
communications between the three current members of the Commission (Chairman
Wood, Commissioner William L. Massey, and Commissioner Nora Mead Brownell) and
Enron and its representatives. A copy of the October 18, 2002 response is attached to
this answer. (As Question No. 1{c) recognizes, former Commissioner Breathitt
supplemented her responses directly to Mr. Brown. Accordingly, we have sent her a copy
of the November 26, 2002, letter, so that she may have the opportunity to respond to the
Committee directly.)

b. Is there anything to which you testified at the hearing with respect to your

communications with Enron and its representatives that you wish to

supplement?
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Answer: Chairman Wood, Commissioner Massey, and Commissioner Brownell (the
three current members of the Commission) believe that their testimony as given at the
November 12, 2002 hearing is complete; for that reason, they do not wish to supplement
it.

Cc. On October 11, 2002, Minority Committee counsel wrote to FERC asking
that the Commissioners review their answers to the Committee's February
15, 2002 request for all communications between FERC and Enron and its
representatives and amend or supplement them as necessary. (Neither the
Chairman nor Committee Counsel received a copy of this letter.) You
responded to this request by letter to Minority Committee counsel dated
October 18, 2002. In your letter, you amended your answer about your
communications with Enron and reported that Commissioner Breathitt
would forward an amended answer under separate cover. Commissioner
Breathitt did so, supplementing her original answer by letter to Minority
Committee counsel dated October 30, 2002. You did not copy your
response and that of Commissioner Breathitt to Minority counsel's October
11, 2002 letter to the Comunittee, nor was the information therein otherwise
provided as a supplemental response to the Committee's February 15, 2002
request. Given that these letters contained information responsive to the
Committee's February 15, 2002 request and indicated that FERC's March 4
and March 20 responses to the Comumittee were incomplete, why did you
not supplement those responses to the Committee?

Answer: We did not send a separate copy of the October 18, 2002 response to the
Committee as a whole because we did not anticipate that the response might not be added
by Committee staff to the record shared by the entire Committee. (Former Commissioner
Breathitt was apparently under the same impression.) On many past occasions, we
responded to inquiries from Mr. David Berick, Professional Staff Member, Governmental
Affairs Committee, by sending materials directly to him, without sending additional
copies to other Committee members. Hearing nothing to the contrary, we believed that
this was a sufficient means of conveying information to the full Committee, and believed
that the same would be the case with respect to the response to Mr. Brown. We apologize
for any inconvenience this may have caused the Committee.

Question 2: On September 17, 2001, Senator Feinstein and Senator Lieberman wrote to
Chairman Wood in conjunction with a General Accounting Office review of
communications between former FERC Chairman Curt Hébert and Enron
Chairman Kenneth Lay asking ". . . that the Commission review its ethics
and record-keeping regulations and procedures, including maintenance of
telephone logs and other measures, to ensure that communications between
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Commissioners and the regulated community are conducted in a manner
that leaves no question in the public's mind about the objectivity and
independence of the Commission.” In a letter dated Qctober 11, 2001, you
responded to the September 17, 2001 letter and stated that "(w)e have
reviewed our procedures in this regard and based on that review, I conclude
that no changes to FERC's existing rules or relevant statutes are necessary
at this time."”

As GAO discovered in its investigation of the Hébert/Lay communications,
Chairman Hébert did not keep a phone log of his conversations, thus
making it difficult to ascertain information. In her October 30, 2002
response to minority counsel, as well as in her testimony before the
Committee, Commissioner Breathitt also noted that neither she nor her
office keep telephone logs, and consequently her ability to respond to the
minority request was limited. More generally, in response to the
Committee's Febroary 15, 2002 request for all communications between
FERC and Enron and its representatives, FERC indicated that official
records of such conumunications, including communications involving
Commissioners, are not maintained by FERC; furthermore, some former
FERC Comumissioners, in their individual responses, indicated that they did
not maintain phone logs or similar records of meetings and other
communications and/or that they no longer possessed such records. The net
result is that FERC apparently has been unable to provide the Committee
with a complete picture of contacts Enron had with the Commissioners.

Do you continue to believe that no changes are needed in FERC's existing
rules or relevant statutes with regard to "the maintenance of telephone logs
and other measures?”

Answer: Yes. Maintaining telephone logs would impose an unwarranted
recordkeeping burden and would be a wasteful use of employees’ time and government
resources.

In this regard, FERC's existing rules and practices concerning the creation and
maintenance of agency records are consistent with the letter and spirit of the relevant
rules and guidelines in curent law. Thus, for example, neither the General Records
Schedule (GRS) issued by the Archivist of the United States and applicable to FERC and
most other Federal agencies, nor the National Archives and Records Administration
guide, “Documenting Your Public Service,” contemplates the creation or maintenance of
telephone logs. In fact, GRS 23.5(b) provides that telephone logs as records documenting
routine activities containing no substantive information may be destroyed or deleted when
no longer needed for convenience of reference.

-
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In addition, the integrity of the Commission's decisionmaking process is in large
part protected by its ex parte rule, which applies to communications, including telephone
conversations, between Commissioners (as well as other FERC employees) and members
of the public. In a contested on-the-record proceeding, that rule found at 18 C.F.R.

§ 385.2201 prohibits any off-the-record communication relevant to the merits of the
proceeding between Commission decisional employees and any person outside the
Commission. In the event that such a prohibited communication occurs, the Commission
employee who makes or receives such a communication is obligated to place the
communication {or, if oral, a summary of its substance) in the public file associated with,
but not part of, the decisional record of the proceeding. Public notices of ex parte
communications are issued by the Commission and published regularly in the Federal
Register. The Commission employee is also obligated to warmn the outside person that
knowingly making an ex parte communication may lead to sanctions under 18 C.F.R.

§ 385.2201(1), including dismissal of the person's claim in the affected proceeding, or
suspension of the person's privilege to appear before the Commission. Accordingly,
while Commissioners may or may not maintain telephone or meeting logs, the public
interest in the integrity of Commission decisions is protected by the ex parre rule.

Question 3: In light of the weaknesses (including a lack of searching, or in some cases
any, scrutiny) inherent in both FERC’s review of applications for qualifying
facility (QF) status and its self-certification process for QF’s, what steps
does FERC intend to take to ensure that facilities claiming eligibility for QF
status do, in fact, meet the requirements of Public Utility Regulatory Policy
Act (PURPA) for QF eligibility such as facility ownership?

Answer: The Commission staff intends to conduct periodic, random andits of the
veracity of representations made concerning the ownership and control of QFs in filings
that claim eligibility of QF status. These andits would include not only filings that have
expressly requested Commission determinations of QF eligibility, but also QF self-
certification filings. Among other things, such audits will examine whether
representations made in QF filings concerning transfers of ownership have in fact
occurred, and if so, whether the level of utility ownership and control over the QF after
the transfers is as claimed in the most recent QF filing and is also in accordance with
Commission regulations and enabling statutes.

Additionally, Commission staff intends to meet with staff of the Securities and
Exchange Commission (SEC) to discuss what constitutes a "good faith” filing before the
SEC concerning whether an entity is entitled to certain QF exemptions that are claimed
under sections 3(a)(3) or 3(a}(5) of PUHCA. Enron QF affiliates had represented that
they had made such "good faith" filings with the SEC in order to obtain Commission
determinations of QF status. There is a pending proceeding at the Commission, Docket
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No. EL03-19-000, in which the Commission will have an opportunity to consider its
reliance upon "good faith™ filings at the SEC.

Finally, the rates paid to QFs are not set by this Commission and, instead,
generally are set by state regulatory authorities. As directed by Congress, the
Commission’s regulations require electric utilities to purchase electricity from and sell
electricity to QFs. QFs are eligible for certain financial benefits and regulatory
exemptions under PURPA, as implemented by the Commission's regulations. These
benefits include 2 mandatory obligation on the part of the electric utility to purchase QF
power at the electric utility's avoided cost. 18 CF.R. §§ 292.301-292.308. These
"avoided cost” rates are set by the state regulatory authority for all utilities except those
which are "non-regulated.”

Question 4: As discussed in the November 12 hearing, as well as in Cormmittee staff’s
accompanying memorandum, less than 10% of FERC’s employees
measured in terms of full ime equivalents - FTE’s ~ (the equivalent of one
person working full time) are allocated to the new Office of Market
Oversight and Investigation (OMOI). According to FERC’s 2003 budget
250 FTE’s, including OMOI, are engaged in monitoring and enforcement
activities, even broadly-defined; these activities thus account for less than
20% of FERC’s total personnel and less than 15% of its budget.

Please explain why you believe this level of commitment to market
oversight and enforcement is adequate, particularly in light of 1) the fact
that there are currently a number of investigations relevant to the energy
industry ongoing not only at FERC (including the investigation of the
California and Western markets) but also at other federal agencies (for
example, the CFTC and SEC) and at the state level (for instance, the
California Attorney General’s investigation of energy company activities
during the 2000-2001 energy crisis) which may well uncover information
that requires additional or expanded FERC investigations; and 2) the need
for an effective enforcement program to ensure compliance with market
rules when markets are deregulated.

Answer:  While the numbers you cite may be lower than the percentages for other
federal agencies, please remember that a significant part of this Commission’s resources
is committed to regulatory efforts unrelated to markets. Specifically, this Commission
also is responsible for licensing and, in some respects, continuing operational oversight of
hydroelectric dams and narural gas pipelines in interstate commerce. As | testified orally,
these infrastructure responsibilities dominate the agency's resource allocation and account
for 53 percent of our program and support employees. The substantial resources needed
for this non-market oversight make simple ratios of FTEs an inappropriate basis for
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comparing the market oversight efforts of this Commission and other federal agencies.

Fifty-seven percent of the rest of our employees handle the market oversight
function at FERC, which is a total of 335 program and support employees. As described
below, the current level of effort the Commission is expending on market oversight and
enforcement is appropriate. It demonstrates our commitment to market oversight and
leverages our resources effectively. If experience indicates that we should commit
additional resources to market oversight, I will take all steps within my control to do so.

The Commission has made an unprecedented commitment to market oversight and
enforcement. In the Strategic Plan that we issued in the fall of 2001, we made market
monitoring one of three central goals for the Commission going forward, coequal in
importance with our traditional work on infrastructure and tariffs and rates. In 2002, we
established a new office — the Office of Market Oversight and Investigations — devoted
solely to overseeing markets, investigating problems and enforcing market rules. As you
note, this Office will be operating with 120 staff by summer 2003, which reflects the
significant commitment we are making to oversight. In addition, we are working to make
all of the Commission’s technical offices more attuned to market oversight and
investigation issues. Thus, we expect that staff will examine all tariff filings, for
example, from a perspective of what effects they have on energy markets and on ongoing
market monitoring efforts. Most importantly, we have demonstrated a sustained
commitment from the Commissioners themselves that this function must work and work
well. This is evident in the ongoing attention that both my colleagues and I are giving to
the key issues involved. And it is this commitment that ultimately matters most.

The Commission is leveraging its market monitoring resources. Each developed
electric market around the country has a market monitoring unit (MMU) that has direct
access to everything that happens within the ISO or RTO. In aggregate, these MMUSs
cover the Northeast, Midwest and California, and employ about 65 people today. These
numbers will increase as existing MMU increase staffing and new MMUSs come on line.
We are forging a partnership with these MMUs so that together they and we will form a
single, seamless market monitoring presence around the country. On December 3 and 4,
2002, we held a workshop with the MMUs to lay the foundation of that partnership. We
are pleased that representatives of many regions not currently in fully-fledged ISOs or
RTOs joined our workshop.
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Senator Fred Thompson

Question 1: Do you consider FERC to have been the lead agency with respect to
overseeing the kinds of activities that led to Enron's collapse? Was FERC's
oversight responsibility over Enron activities such that your agency really
could have prevented Enron's collapse?

Answer: 1 do not consider FERC to have been the lead agency with respect to
oversight of Enron or the activities that led to its collapse. Many of the Enron activities
which have been investigated fall under the specific jurisdiction of the CFTC, the SEC,
and the DOJ, and not under the jurisdiction of the FERC. At the same time, FERC has
been vigilant in acting swiftly in those limited areas that do fall under our jurisdiction,
such as the recent investigations into (and subsequent settlements concerning) loans made
by Enron-affiliated interstate natural gas pipelines with Enron. In working closely and
cooperatively with our sister agencies, any information we have found that may relate to
others' ongoing investigations has been turned over promptly. In recent months, FERC
has also taken steps to improve transparency in energy markets through better reporting
requirements, and has devoted considerable resources to the new office of Market
Oversight and Investigation, which should help to prevent such occurrences in the future,
Finally, while FERC's statutory mandate requires it to balance responsibility between
ensuring just and reasonable rates with a financially healthy energy industry, our primary
duty is to our nation's energy customers, and not to individual companies.

Question 2: As to the issues surrounding the so called "wind farm transactions,” please
explain how the Commission addressed these issues in an order initiating an
investigation of the qualifying facility (QF) status of the Enron-affiliated
QFs for the period following Enron's 1997 "sale" of those QFs?

Answer: On October 24, 2002, the Commission instituted a proceeding in Docket
No. EL03-17-000 into the QF status of the three Enron-affiliated facilities which were

recertified in 1997. Investigation of Certain Enron-Affiliated QFs, 101 FERC ¥ 61, 076

{2002). The Commission noted:

It has come to the attention of the Commission that in criminal and civil
proceedings in the United States District Court for the Southern District of
Texas, the United States of America through its Department of Justice, and
the United States Securities and Exchange Commission (SEC), have alleged
that in 1997 Enron improperly retained QF benefits for these facilities by
fraudulently transferring its ownership in the QFs to partnerships indirectly
controlled by Enron. [101 FERC {61,076 P 1.]

The Commission set for hearing:
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whether Zond Windsystems, Victory Garden, and Sky River have failed to
conform with the representations presented in their 1997 applications for re-
certification, i.e., whether the Enron affiliates actually transferred their
ownership interests in the facilities, and thus whether those certifications
can be relied on. We are also setting for hearing the issue of whether each
facility actually satisfied the Commission's ownership requirements for QF
status following Enron's merger with Portland General. [101 FERC

161,076 P 16.]

The Commission’s order sets for hearing the issue of the facilities’ QF status.
However, other issues concerning the windfarms, e.g., issues concerning possible
criminal conduct by Enron's chief financial officer, are being addressed in criminal
proceedings brought by the Department of Justice and by the Securities and Exchange
Commission in Federal court in Texas.

In addition, the Commission issued an order on December 19, 2002, addressing a
request by Southern California Edison Company (SoCal Edison) that the Commission
‘issue a declaratory order revoking the QF status of five Enron-affiliated generating
facilities for failing to comply with the Commission's ownership criteria for QF status.
Southern California Edison Company v. Enron Generating Facilities, et al., 101 FERC §
61, 313 (2002). The Commission set for hearing SoCal Edison's allegations that the five
facilities did not in fact satisfy the statutory and regulatory requirements for QF status
from 1997 onward. In addition, the Commission consolidated this proceeding with the
on-going hearing instituted in Docket No. EL03-17-000.

Question 3: You said in your testimony that there have been about 9000 applications for
QF status. What safeguards are in place to ensure that the applicants
qualify for this status?

Answer: A facility which seeks QF status by self certification must serve a copy of
the self-certification on both the state regulatory authority where the facility is located
and the utility with which it expects to interconnect, transmit or sell energy to or purchase
energy from. Applications for Commission certification must contain the name of the
utility or utilities to which the facility expects to interconnect, transmit or sell electric
energy, or from which the facility expects to purchase power. Applications for
Commission certification are noticed in the Federal Register. An electric utility is not
required to purchase from a facility of 500 kW or more until 90 days after the facility
notifies the utility that it is a QF or 90 days after the facility has applied for Commission
certification. This 90-day period gives utilities the opportunity to contest the QF status of
a facility. The Commission relies largely on the monetary self-interest of utilities that are
obligated by law to purchase from QFs to monitor the QF status of the facilities. The
Commission's experience has been that utilities generally do not want to pay avoided cost
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rates for power from a facility which is not entitled to QF status and that utilities, at times
in conjunction with state regulatory authorities, have set up programs to require data from
QFs and monitor the QF status of the facilities from which they purchase power.

Utilities, state regulatory authorities or others may oppose a facility’s QF status by
challenging an application for Commission certification or filing a petition for declaratory
order. Governmental entities, including state commissions, do not have to pay a fee to
file a petition for declaratory order. Further, for good cause shown, other groups may
seek a waiver of the filing fee.

Out of the nearly 9,000 filings with the Commission from facilities claiming QF
status (either notices of self-certification or applications for Commission certification),
only a small percentage of the filings were contested applications for Commission
certification. There have been fewer than 20 cases of a utility-purchaser alleging that an
existing facility no longer was satisfying the criteria for QF status. Moreover, the Enron-
affiliated QFs represent the first time there have been allegations that QF filings were
fraudulent.

Question 4: Looking at the Enron/RADR trasnactions, what administrative, staffing or
other oversight requirements would have been in order for FERC to have
been able to pierce the fraudulent applications they submitted?

Answer: The 1997 Enron applications were uncontested applications, i.e., neither
Southern California Edison (the utility which purchased from these facilities) nor any
other party intervened in opposition to the 1997 requests for recertification. Because the
applications were uncontested, the Commission accepted the representations made in the
applications as true. A procedure to investigate every unchallenged allegation made in an
application to the Commission would require many times the resources currently
employed by the Commission and would not appear to be an appropriate use of
government resources, since others such as electric utilities have a monetary incentive to
monitor such filings. However, in this case, it is far from clear that closer scrutiny would
have uncovered Enron's financial manipulations. Even Enron's own financial auditors
reviewed materials relating to the Enron/RADR transactions, and did not find fanlt with
the transactions at the time they were undertaken.

Question 5: Were there any energy crises issues — any close calls — last summer?

Answer: The closest call last summer occurred in Connecticut. On April 26, 2002,
ISO-New England announced that southwestern Connecticut was expected to experience
critical power supply reliability problems during summer peaks due to inadequate
transmission facilities in the area, especially if there were a loss of any significant
transmission or generation resources. (There is currently a state-imposed moratorium on
new energy infrastructure construction). Six days later, on May 2, 2002, Devon Power
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LLC (a subsidiary of NRG Energy, Inc.) made a filing with ISO-New England to
deactivate three of its plants (total of 230MW) in southwestern Connecticut on August 1,
2002. Devon Power (NRG) indicated that it would not have to deactivate its units if it
could enter into an RMR (reliability nmust run) contract with ISO-NE that would provide
adequate and fair compensation for reliability.

The Commission directed its Enforcement staff to inquire into this situation. The
Commission sought to make sure that NRG was not exercising market power to increase
its revenues in this transmission-constrained area. After numerous meetings of NRG,
ISO-NE and staff, under the auspices of a FERC staff mediator, the parties reached an
agreement on an RMR contract for the three Devon units. ISO-NE then filed the RMR
contract with the Commission on August 16, 2002 (effective Aug. 1), and agreed to begin
negotiations on RMR contracts for other units owned by NRG in Connecticut. Thus,
outages in southwest Connecticut were averted through the 2002 summer cooling season.

However, reliability in that area is still at risk for summer 2003 unless
infrastructure and/or demand responsiveness is increased in the area. Reliability risks
remain for southwest Connecticut, especially if NRG, which is considering a bankruptcy
filing, is unable to secure contracts to provide for maintenance and operation of nine other
generators in NRG's Connecticut fleets. Staff mediators from OMOI are currently
meeting with the participants, including load-serving entities of Connecticut, to negotiate
RMR contracts for NRG's units. Absent some success in these efforts, there is a risk of
electrical shortages in southwest Connecticut in the summer of 2003.

Question 6: The Majority Staff Memo criticizes FERC for not acting sooner to address
trading and marketing abuses in the California and Western energy markets.
That was then and this is now. It seems that the Commission is moving
pro-actively and aggressively to investigate the allegations of abuses. Are
you convinced that the Commission will uncover any significant
wrongdoing that occwrred in these markets?

Answer: Yes. The Staff investigation in Docket No. PA02-2-000 is devoted to
investigating price manipulation in Western energy markets for the years 2000-2001.
That investigation, formalized on February 13, 2001, has already issued one report, in
August 2002, and a second report will be issued February/March 2003. Among other
things, in the August 2002 report, Staff recommended to the Commission that several
hearings be held to investigate preliminary evidence that several companies, including
several Enron affiliates, had engaged in improper conduct, including affiliate abuse.
Those proceedings are currently in litigation.

The Staff in Docket No. PA02-2-000 is continuing its investigation of possible
manipulation of price indices published by the trade press, including deliberate
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misreporting of transactional data by traders; wash trading; and strategic outages
(physical withholding to reduce available capacity). We anticipate that, among other
things, the Staff report will suggest means by which the Commission could regulate the
reporting of transactional data by power marketers subject to the Commission's
Jjurisdiction; prevent strategic outages; regulate wash trades; and prevent other means by
which prices can be manipulated.

In addition, even before the Commission initiated the investigation in Docket No.
PA02-2-000, the Commission's November 15, 2000, report on California bulk power
markets laid a solid foundation for addressing such systemic problems in Western
markets as over-reliance on spot markets.

Finally, on December 5, 2002, El Paso Electric Company (El Paso) announced that
it had reached a settlement with FERC trial staff, in Docket No. EL02-113-000, in which
it was charged with helping Enron Corp. manipulate Western electricity markets during
2000-2001. Under the settlement, El Paso agreed to refund $14 million and give up its
right to sell power at market-based rates for the next two years. El Paso has not admitted
any wrongdoing.

Question 7: Does the fact that you are having to operate at FY 2002 funding levels six
weeks into the new fiscal year (and perhaps into next year) hamper your
efforts to make progress in marketing and investigation efforts?

Answer: Operating at FY 2002 funding levels going into FY 2003 has affected our
progress in marketing and investigation efforts as follows:

. Delayed our ability to augment market oversight and investigation
resources by 50 FTEs

. Delayed approximately $1M in information technology and
contractor support to enhance market oversight and investigation
functions

We hope that these funding issues will be resolved soon.

-11-



189

Senator Carl Levin

Question 1: Current law provides special rates and other benefits to qualifying small
power production facilities under 16 U.8.C. 796 (17)(c) (hereinafter “QF

facilities™).
a Approximately how many QF facilities now exist?

Answer: Since 1980, over 7000 facilities have filed with the FERC claiming to meet
the regulations for QF status that are set out in PURPA. Of the 7000 facilities which
claim QF status, many were never built while others have gone out of business or have
converted to some other type of facility which may or may not meet the requirements of
PURPA.

b, Approximately how many QF facilities have equity interests held by
multiple parties?

Answer: The Commission does not keep records of this information.

c. Approximately how many QF facilities are owned in part, either directly or
indirectly, by any electric utility company, electric utility holding company,
or an affiliate of an electric utility holding company (hereinafter “electric
utility™)? :

Answer: For the period from 1980-1995, approximately four percent of QFs were
owned iu part, either directly or indirectly, by an electric utility. The Commission does
not have statistics on this since 1995.

d, Approximately how many QF facilities are owned in part by a special
purpose entity (SPE) that was established by an electric utility.

Answer: The Commission does not keep records of this information. The reason for
this is twofold. First, in enacting PURPA, Congress sought to remove the substantial
burdens of pervasive federal and state regulation from entities that received QF status.
One of these burdens was the obligation to keep detailed records. See FERC v,
Mississippi, 456 U.S. 742, 750-51 (1982) (citing legislative history of PURPA). Second,
the Commission's interest in reviewing ownership issues associated with QF applications
is to determine the overall utility ownership of the QF, and not the specific organization
of ownership. If an SPE is utility-owned, then the ownership interest of the SPE is
considered to be utility ownership. Section 292.206 of the Commission's regulations
provides that, except under limited circumstances:
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If a wholly or partially owned subsidiary of an electric utility or electric
utility holding company has an ownership interest of a facility, the
subsidiary's ownership interest shall be considered as ownership by an
electric utility or electric utility holding company.

The limited exceptions to this requirement are being addressed in two pending
proceedings at the Commission (Docket Nos. EL03-17-000 and EL03-19-000), the
former of which was initiated by the Commission. Utilities are required to disclose in
their QF applications the extent to which they are owned, directly or indirectly, by an
electric utility. The SPE form of ownership would be covered under this reporting
requirement. Commission certification that an entity is a QF is only valid to the extent
that the facility is owned in the manner described in the QF application.

€.

Answer:

Answer:

Approximately how many QF facilities are owned in part by an SPE whose
equity ownership interest in the facility was largely provided, financed, or
guaranteed by an electric utility?

Please see response to Question No. 1d. above.
Approximately how many QF facilities are owned in part, either directly or

indirectly, by a director, officer or employee of an electric utility or by a
family member closely related to such director, officer or employee?

- Please describe the characteristics and nature of existing QF facility owners,

including whether any particular companies dominate ownership of these
facilities, the most common types of owners, and the relative percentage of
owners that are electric utilities, corporations, partnerships, trusts, or
individuals.

The Commission does not keep records of any of the information sought in

parts (f) and (g). Neither PURPA, the FPA, nor the Commission’s implementing
regulations require that such information be provided by QF applicants, or collected by
the Commission.

Question 2: If FERC determined that a company which had owned a QF facility sold

Answer:

100 percent of the equity interest in that facility to an SPE that was
established and financed primarily by an electric utility, would the facility
likely continue to qualify for QF status under FERC regulations? What if
the SPE was owned or controlled by a senior officer or employee of an
electric utility?

The issues raised in this question are being addressed in a pending

-
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proceeding. On October 24, 2002, the Commission instituted a proceeding in Docket
No. EL03-17-000 into the QF status of the three Enron/RADR facilities which were
recertified in 1997. Investigation of Certain Enron-Affiliated QFs, 101 FERC §61,076
{2002). I cannot prejudge the issues in this pending proceeding. However, below, I have
outlined the applicable Commission law and precedent on this issue.

In Subpart B of the Commission's PURPA regulations, implementing the sections
of PURPA that modified the Federal Power Act (FPA), the Commission set forth criteria
and procedures for becoming a QF. 18 C.F.R. §§ 292.201-292.211 (2002). One of the
criteria for being a QF relates to ownership of the QF. Sections 3(17)(C) and (18)(B) of
the FPA, 16 U.S.C. §§ 796(17)(C)(ii) and (18)(B)(ii)(1994), provide that a QF must be:

owned by a person not primarily engaged in the generation or sale of
electric power (other than electric power solely from cogeneration facilities
or small power production facilities).

The Commission’s regulation implementing this statutory requiremnent states that:

{2) General Rule. A cogeneration facility or small power production
facility may not be owned by a person primarily engaged in the generation
or sale of electric power (other than electric power solely from cogeneration
facilities or small power production facilities).

{b) Ownership test. For purposes of this section, a cogeneration or small
power production facility shall be considered to be owned by a person
primarily engaged in the generation or sale of electric power, if more than
50 percent of the equity interest in the facility is held by an electric utility or
utilities, or by an electric utility holding company, or companies, or any
combination thereof. If a wholly or partially owned subsidiary of an
electric utility or electric utility holding company has an ownership interest
of a facility, the subsidiary's ownership interest shall be considered as
ownership by an electric utility or electric utility holding company.

18 C.F.R. § 292.206(a) and (b) (2002).

The Commission has summarized its ownership requirements for QF status as
follows: '

The Commission's regulation thus equates "ownership interest” with "equity
interest," but does not define the term "equity interest.” This definitional
issue has been most problematic in cases involving partnerships as opposed
to corporations. This is because the stated percentage of partnership
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interests in partuership agreements does not always correspond with
specific provisions in the partnership agreements concerning control of
and/or division of benefits from the partnership assets. The Commission
has therefore looked to the entitlement to profits, losses, and surplus after
return of initial capital contribution, as well as the share of control of the
venture, to help it in determining whether the division of equity interests in
a partnership complies with the statutory and regulatory ownership
requirements for QF status.

Indeck North American Power Fund. L.P., 85 FERC {61,239 at 62,001-02

(1998)(footnote omitted), order noting withdrawal of reh'g and denying motion to vacate,
86 FERC {61,123 (1999). See also Vineland Cogeneration Limited Partnership, 99
FERC 61,304 (2002) (approving QF recertification of a facility following a merger),
Coso Energy Developers, et al., 85 FERC § 61,355 (1998) (denying QF recertification

following a merger); Coso Energy Developers, et al., 86 FERC 461,209 (1999)
(approving QF recertification following merger).

In the late 1980s, the Commission considered revising its QF regulations in a
rulemaking in Docket No. RM88-17-000. At that time, some electric utilities (including,
¢€.g., Southern California Edison Company) argued that electric utility subsidiaries should
be allowed to own 100 percent of a QF. However, as noted in the preceding paragraphs,
the Commission's general policy has been to allow no more than 50 percent electric utility
ownership of QFs.

Question 3: At the hearing, Chairman Wood indicated that FERC would undertake a
review of existing filings to determine whether any QF facilities are
operating under the same or similar ownership arrangements used by Enron
with respect to its wind farms. Please describe how FERC plans to conduct
this review, approximately how many QF facilities will be examined, and
projected key dates for completion of the review. Given the evidence that
has emerged over the last year regarding how Enron and other companies
have abused SPEs by concealing their control over or financial
contributions to the relevant SPE, please describe how FERC plans to
identify and evaluate the nature and extent of any links that may exist
among the QF facility, an SPE with an equity ownership interest in that
facility and any electric utility.

Answer: As indicated in our response to Question 3 to Senator Lieberman,
Commission staff will conduct periodic, random audits of the veracity of representations
made concerning the ownership and control of QFs in filings that claim eligibility of QF
status. This may be accomplished through a combination of periodic searches of publicly
available information sources (g.g., the internet, SEC filings), data requests that are issued
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to QF applicants at the time QF authorization is being sought, and the periodic issuance of
letters compelling the provision of ownership information from QFs and/or their owners.
However, with regard to the latter method of auditing, please note that no more than ten
such letters may be issued at one time without the Commission first having obtained
clearance from the Office of Management and Budget. Through these three means, the
Commission would expect to randomly survey approximately 50 QFs over the next year.
These examinations of ownership would attempt to determine ownership and control over
the surveyed QFs, including ownership by Special Purpose Entities.

Question 4: [Omitted)]

Question 5: At the hearing, FERC indicated that it currently relies to a large extent on
third parties to file complaints about QF facilities that may be in violation
of FERC's QF ownership rules. Are there any plans for FERC to publish
Federal Register notices to alert consumer advocates to facilities claiming
QF status or to changes in the ownership of these facilities: Are there any
plans to eliminate the $16,000 fee for complaints against QF facilities?

Answer: There are no plans to do so yet. While the Enron problems have raised
questions about certain aspects of government oversight of corporations, there is no
indication that a change in FERC’s notice procedures or fees for QF matters would have
made any difference in detecting or preventing the type of behavior engaged in by
Enron’s QFs. If future developments indicate to me that a change in these procedures
would be useful in preventing abuse of QF rights, I will certainly work in support of such
changes.

As background information, I would note that there are two procedural ways a
facility may be certified as a QF. A facility may self-certify or a facility may seek
Commission certification. Facilities filing notices of self-certification are required to
serve a copy of the notice on each electric utility with which it expects to interconnect,
transmit or sell electric energy to or purchase power from and on the state regulatory
authority in each state where each affected utility is located. 18 CF.R.

§ 292.207(a)(1)(ii). Notices of applications for Commission certification are published in
the Federal Register. 18 C.F.R. § 292.207(b)(4).

The applicable fee for a proceeding seeking revocation of the QF status of a
facility is the fee for a declaratory order. See Hydro Investors, Inc. v. Trafalgar Power,
Inc., 94 FERC 61,207 (2001), reh’g denied, 95 FERC q 61,120 (2001). Waiver of the
fee is available to petitioners suffering severe economic hardship. 18 C.F.R. § 381.106.
In addition, states municipalities and anyone who is engaged in the official business of
the Federal Government are exempt from the filing fees. 18 C.F.R. § 381.108.
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Question 6: FERC's staff conducted two examinations of the electronic trading
operation known as Enron Online (EOL). The first staff report was issued
in August 2001, and the second a year later in August 2002. The first report
concluded "there is no reason for concern about EOL at this time.” The
second report found significant evidence of price manipulation and
deceptive practices by Enron. How do you explain the differences between
the two staff reports?

Answer: The first staff report (August 2001) relied almost exclusively on
Commission staff's direct observation of trading floor activities by Enron traders,
presentations by Enron management, and informal conversations with non-Enron traders.
In retrospect, it is clear that Enron failed to present Staff with a complete and accurate
picture of how EOL operated.

With the commencement of the investigation in Docket No. PA02-2-000, the
Commission empowered Staff to conduct extensive discovery of Enron. Staff acted
aggressively to seize control of Enron's databases, including those applications Enron
used on EOL and the databases where records of EOL transactions were kept. With the
assistance of its outside forensic database experts, Staff now has an accurate picture of
how EOL operated and how Enron used EOL’s particular operating characteristics to
assist it in wrongdoing, which was discussed in the August 2001 report. Enron's earlier
misrepresentations to Staff have now been detected and examined in detail.

Question 7: The August 2002 FERC staff report includes a detailed analysis of the
natural gas trades made on Enron Online for next-day delivery into
California over the course of a single day, January 31, 2001. The report
found that out of a total of 227 trades on that day, 174 — or more than two-
thirds of the trades — involved Enron and a single counter party. Most of
these trades took place during the last hour of trading, with the two parties
buying huge amounts of natural gas from each other in numerous
transactions. The report determined that the trades took place at "higher
prices” than other trades that day and resulted in a steep price increase over
the last hour of trading. The report described this trading as "difficult to
rationalize as a normal or standard business practice” and noted that "only
Enron and possibly the counter party could have known that so much of the
trading was going on between themselves, because parties looking at EOL's
screens could only see the bid and ask prices; they could not know who the
counter party was on any particular trade." The report also indicates that
Enron Online's price data was routinely used to prepare published reports
on natural gas prices, which meant that the EOL price data was not just
affecting Enron trades, but also contributing to higher natural gas prices
industrywide. The FERC staff report concluded that Enron had "significant
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ability and incentive to manipulate the price data published by the reporting
firms."

a. What is the identity of the counter party in the 174 trades analyzed in the
2002 report?

Answer: The identity of this firm has been kept confidential by the Commission to
avoid compromising its on-going investigation of the firm's possible misconduct. The
activities of this firm, including but not limited to the trades discussed in the initial report,
are under active investigation and will be discussed in Staff's final report in Docket No.
PA02-2-000. To avoid compromising the ongoing investigation, we request that the
disclosure of the identity of the firm in question be deferred at least until issuance of the
final report in Docket No. PA02-2-000.

b. (i)  Isit FERC's position that it currently has jurisdiction to monitor and
investigate electronic trading systems like Enron Online which affect
U.S. energy markets?

Answer: Electronic trading systems may involve trading of electric energy and/or
natural gas products. We believe the Commission generally has jurisdiction to monitor
and investigate electronic trading systems which may affect matters under our
jurisdiction. However, that is a separate question from whether the Commission has
Jjurisdiction to regulate electronic trading systems. The latter question will turn on a
case-specific inquiry into whether the owner or operator of the trading system is a "public
utility” under the Federal Power Act or a "natural gas company" under the Natural Gas
Act.

b. (ii)  Does FERC's jurisdiction arise in part from its statutory obligation to
ensure just and reasonable rates?

Answer: The Commission’s basic jurisdiction under Part II of the FPA is determined
by FPA section 201, as discussed in the preceding answer, and not by its duty to ensure
just and reasonable rates under sections 205 and 206 of the FPA.

c. Would you agree that the 2002 FERC staff analysis of Enron Online has
established beyond dispute that electronic trading can affect U.S. energy
prices and utility rates?

Answer: The investigation in Docket No. PA02-2000 has produced evidence that

electronic trading platforms are important trading mediums which can affect energy

prices and utility rates. However, price manipulation does not take place solely on

electronic trading platforms; it can potentially occur through such means as telephones
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and non-electronic organized trading exchanges. The Comunission's Standard Market
Design rulemaking would help to prevent abusive trading practices by standardizing
trading in some respects; such standardization also would facilitate Commission
oversight.

d. Given the importance of electronic trading in U.S. energy markets today, is
it fair to say that FERC cannot ensure just and reasonable rates without
monitoring and overseeing the key electronic trading systems that affect
U.S. energy markets?

Answer: The Commission is still evaluating the role of electronic trading systems
and the appropriate regulatory response to such systems. As we obtain additional
information, we will continue to evaluate the need for further regulatory monitoring and
oversight, within the statutory framework devised by Congress for FERC and other
Federal agencies.

Question 8: Please list the key electronic systems that currently affect U.S. energy
markets. Has FERC initiated a detailed examination of any of these
electronic trading systems since Enron's collapse in December 20017 If so,
please identify them. In addition, please indicate whether FERC has
conducted or plans to undertake a detailed examination of
UBSWenergy.com or the Intercontinental Exchange.

Answer: [Please see Confidential Non-Public Appendix].

Question 9: FERC uses certain information, like large trader reports, to monitor
designated exchanges such as NYMEX. Does FERC have any plans to require electronic
trading systerns like UBSWenergy.com or ICE to begin filing similar information with
FERC, so that FERC can monitor their trading? If not, how will FERC monitor existing
electronic platform trading in the energy markets to detect and prevent roundtrip and
other suspect transactions that may be improperly increasing energy prices or utility
rates?

Answer: FERC does not monitor NYMEX directly. NYMEX is regulated by CFTC,
and NYMEX is a self-regulated organization (SRO) where its members filed trading
reports, etc., with the SRO having the primary responsibility to catch any violations or
manipulations. CFTC has oversight and audit authority over the SRO, along with
enforcement of laws over wrongdoing. CFTC also has access to confidential individual
transaction data, which it monitors and analyzes for aberrant behavior. CFTC publishes
on its website aggregate reports such as the commitment of trader reports which include
concentration ratio and other useful monitoring metrics at the aggregate level. CFTC
compiles the large trader reports mentioned in the question, but these reports are not
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publicly available as they contain sensitive competitive information.

At this time, ICE has qualified as an exempt commercial market under the
Commodity Futures Modernization Act (CFMA) of 2000, and therefore has less data
filing requirements than NYMEX. Therefore, there is limited available data on which
useful metrics can be developed to identify aberrant market behavior other than price
which is published and sold by ICE as a separate service. Reliance on ICE's self-
reporting and self-regulation is the only option except when there are reported allegations
of wrongdoing and an investigation is opened by FERC or CFTC. As ICE begins to
"clear” physical transactions and its clearing members take title before netting and
delivery to the matched party, there may be cause to deem these clearing members as
FERC jurisdictional marketers and subject to FERC requirements for reporting, etc.
Concurrently, FERC is exploring cooperation with CFTC to define and obtain market
data for more effective monitoring. As FERC moves towards completion of its
comprehensive data requirements project in 2003, it will have a comprehensive list of
data it can have ready access to, its planned metrics, and how it proposes to use these
metrics for oversight and monitoring. FERC will also have defined data gaps, and
options for obtaining these data to betier monitor the markets, including revised rules,
clarifying reporting requirements, or even new legislation requiring more disclosure and
transparency to match the greater market freedom.

Question 10: Electronic trading is not confined to offers and bids on short term contracts
for next-day deliveries of energy, but also energy derivatives, forward
contracts and futures.

a. Does FERC need to examine all aspects of this trading activity to fully understand
energy markets and evaluate whether particular prices are just and reasonable?

Answer: A comprehensive overview of these activities would be useful to fully
understand energy markets but may not be needed to ensure that particular prices are just
and reasonable.

b. Is FERC’s existing statutory authority sufficient to permit it to monitor and
investigate the whole range of energy trading activity that takes place on
electronic trading systems, or is it FERC’s position that it is precluded from
examining certain types of trading? If it is FERC’s position that it is
precluded from examining certain types of electronic trading, please
identify those categories of trading and explain why FERC is unable to
examine them.

Answer: As discussed in the response to Question 7b., the Commission generally has
authority to monitor and investigate activities affecting jurisdictional sales. However,
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this is a separate question from whether we have authority to regulate such activities.
With respect to the latter, the Commission, as a general matter, must make a case-specific

mquiry.

Question 11: Please provide any recommendations you may have for clarifying or
strengthening FERC’s statutory authority to ensure that FERC has clear
jurisdiction to monitor, obtain routine information regarding, and
investigate all aspects of electronic trading systems, including all types of
trading activity, that may bear on energy prices and utility rates.

Answer: I do not have any recommendations for statutory changes at this time. As
the Commission continues to learn about the activities of electronic trading systems such
as Enron Online and other newer entities, through its investigation in Docket No. PA02-
2-000 and other means, I will certainly seek any additional authority that I believe the
Commission may need to ensure adequate oversight of energy markets.
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ATTACHMENT TO ANSWER NO. 1
OF SENATOR LIEBERMAN'S
FOLLOW-UP QUESTIONS
TO THE NOVEMBER 12, 2002
COMMITTEE HEARING
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LINDA K. BREATHITT

December 27, 2002

Honorable Joseph L. Lieberman, Chairman
United States Senate

Comuittee on Governmental Aifairs

340 Dirksen Senate Office Building
Washington, D.C. 20510

Via Fax (202.228.3792) and  Federal Express
Dear Senator Licherman:

Thank you for your letter of November 26, 2002 regarding additional questions
related to my testimony before the Committee on November 12, 2002. My response to
your questions is attached to this letter. With regard to the additional questions submitted
for the record by Senator Carl Levin, I have no additional comments to submit, and I
would adopt the responses submitted by Chairman Pat Wood.

Sincerely,

“K%W

Linda K. Breathitt

Enclosures:

a} Response to Questions;

b) October 30, 2002 Letter to Minority Counsel;
¢) New York Times Article, Nov. 13, 2002.

5310 CONNECTICUT AVENUE, N.W. » NUMBER 7 « WASHINGTON, D.C. 20015
PHONE 202.237.2314 » Fax 202.237.7488 + Emann lindabreathitt@aol.com
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QUESTIONS SUBMITTED FOR THE RECORD
FROM CHAIRMAN JOSEPH I. LIEBERMAN
TO THE HONORABLE LINDA K. BREATHITT, FORMER COMMISSIONER
FEDERAL ENERGY REGULATORY COMMISSION
November 12, 2002

1. In our February 15, 2002 letter to Chairman Wood, the Committee requested, among
other things, a list of all communications between Enron and the Commission (including
all Commissioners, officers or employees of FERC) from January 1, 1992 to December 2,
2001. You responded to this request on March 4, 2002 and supplemented this response
on March 20, 2002. Since then, questions have been raised about the completeness of
these responses.

a. Please indicated whether the information provided in FERC's submission of
March 4, 2002 and March 20, 2002 is a complete and accurate description of your
communications with Enron and its representatives during that time period. If
not, please list any communications (as that term is defined in the Committee's
February 15, 2002 letter) that you had with Enron or its representatives from
January 1, 1992 through December 2, 2001 that were not included in the
Commission's earlier submissions to the Committee.

RESPONSE: To the best of my knowledge, FERC's prior submissions to the
Committee, along with my letter of October 30, 2002 to the Committee's Minority
Counsel Gary M. Brown (copy attached), contain a complete and accurate record of my
communications with Enron and its representatives during the relevant time period.
Please see the additional comments set forth below in further explanation.

b. Is there anything to which you testified at the hearing with respect to your
communications with Enron and its representatives that you wish to supplement?

RESPONSE:

At the hearing on November 12, I was provided by Senator Fred Thompson (for
the first time) with a copy of a two page document that purported to show a total of 46
instances of communication (between May, 2000 and December, 2001) between me and
Enron or its representatives. From Senator Thompson's questions at the hearing, it
appears that this document was reconstructed primarily from the law firm billing records
of Charles Bone, an attorney with the firm of Wyatt, Tarrant & Combs who represented
Enron. (Breathitt Testimony, 11/12/02, p. 107).

As T stated in my letter of October 30, 2002 to the Committee's Minority
Counsel, I attended numerous conferences, seminars and speaking engagements in which
I had incidental contact with Enron, as well as other regulated entities. I also stated that I
cannot provide specific information on telephone calls, since no logs were kept by me
personally or by my office.
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LINDA K. BREATHITT

RESPONSE TO QUESTIONS FROM SEN. LIEBERMAN
DECEMBER 27, 2002

PAGE 2

Of the 46 contacts set forth in the Thompson document, 26 are telephone calls
involving Mr. Bone.  The others are listed as "courtesy meetings", two luncheon
meetings, four dinner meetings, one breakfast meeting, an approved attendance at an
inaugural brunch, a speaking engagement at an INGAA Board meeting in Houston;
attendance at a political event for U.S. Rep. Ford, and a public speaking engagement at a
Conference hosted by Enron. Some of these "contacts” were most likely routine phone
calls involving logistics or scheduling of the meetings that I previously disclosed. Others
most likely involved purely social or political matters that were unrelated to anything
involving Enron. Mr. Bone had no prior energy background, and therefore the technical
and highly arcane issues within FERC's jurisdiction were foreign to him.

T have known Mr. Bone for a number of years, prior to my appointment to FERC,
and prior to his engagement as a lawyer for Enron. My acquaintance with him has been
social and political, and has never influenced any action I have taken in my official
capacity. After Mr. Bone was hired by Enron, he was persistent in his efforts to set up
meetings with Enron officials reflected in my prior disclosures. I treated these requests
by Mr. Bone in the same manner as I did similar requests from anyone else.

The Thompson document appears to rely on Mr. Bone's billing records with
regard to his contacts with me. This reliance leads to subjective judgments about how to
characterize those contacts. For example, Sen, Thompson's document purports to show
breakfast and lunch meetings with me on December 4, 2000. On that date, I attended and
was a luncheon speaker al a financial conference in New York that was attended by over
200 people (a few of whom, including Mr. Bone, represented Enron). Likewise, the
Thompson document purports to show that I participated in a number of conference calls,
two of which were with individuals I do not know (Mr. Delainey and Harold Ford Sr.).
The balance of the 46 entries reflect the contacts I previously disclosed, along with the
incidental contacts at public or social functions and phone calls {several of which were
totally unrelated to Enron) that were referred to in my October 30, 2001 letter to the
Committee’s Minority Counsel, and the one personal trip I made to Nashville (Breathitt
Testimony, p. 108).

In a news article following my November 12, 2002 testimony, it was reported that
"Mr. Thompson also emphasized that he was not asserting that Ms. Breathitt had done
anything improper, only that he was trying to show how easy it was to draw negative
inferences in such situations." ("Senator Releases Document's on Gore Aide's Enron
Ties", The New York Times, Nov. 13, 2002, copy attached). While it may be "easy to
draw negative inferences", 1 believe any fair reading of the record establishes that such
negative inferences are unwarranted.
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LINDA K. BREATHITT

RESPONSE TO QUESTIONS FROM SEN. LIEBERMAN
DECEMBER 27, 2002

PAGE 3

As 1 testified, Enron was aggressive in promoting its views on energy policy.
{Breathitt Testimony, 11/12/02, p. 119). I was one of the Commissioners who was least
receptive to Enron's philosophy of deregulation. (Id. p. 114). It is not surprising that
Enron would engage a social and political friend of mine in an effort to gain
introductions and opportunities to meet with a Commissioner who was viewed as being
unreceptive to their point of view. Enron, throughout my tenure at FERC, had
advocated establishing an open access regime that included mandatory regional
transmission organizations (RTO's), FERC authority over bundled sales in interstate
commerce, and new mandatory interconnection and pricing rules. I did not support these
positions advocated by Enron. I listened, however, to their point of view with the same
fairness and respect that I accorded any member of the public or regulated entity that
sought to share their views with me.

With respect to the California energy crisis, my testimony (at pages 109-110)
addresses some of FERC's numerous responses to this pressing issue. Beginning with
the December 15, 2000 Order, FERC issued several important Orders addressing this
crisis.  These Orders imposed mandatory price controls, imposed a "must offer”
provision addressing supply, closed down the Power Exchange, imposed penalties for
underscheduling, allowed the incumbent utilities to self supply, extended price caps in the
entire West, and prohibited megawatt laundering. I wholeheartedly supported all of
these important measures adopted by FERC to address the crisis, as well as other
technical measures to mitigate the high prices and address the dysfunctional market in
California.

Finally, I would like to address Sen. Thompson's remarks, commenting on the
fact that my Father was associated with Wyatt, Tarrant & Combs, the same law firm as
Mr. Bone. In 1992, after his retirement, my Father joined the law firm's Lexington,
Kentucky office, as "counsel”, on a fixed salary that was totally unrelated to Mr. Bone
in the firm's Nashville office, or Enron. My Father has had a long career of public
service. He has had absolutely no involvement in my activities at FERC or the activities
of Mr. Bone, or the firm, on behalf of Enron. As Senator Thompson conceded, "He is a
distinguished public servant." (Id, p. 111).

I would like the public record to reflect that throughout my tenure at FERC, I
endeavored to serve the public by fairly and impartially discharging the duties that were
entrusted to me. I was privileged to serve at an agency that is staffed by dedicated public
servants, and to serve with other Commissioners who, despite philosophical
disagreements, always did their best to administer a complex regulatory system in the
public interest.  The Committee's task in examining the ways that the regulatory process
worked, or failed to work, is extremely important. T hope my responses here will help
the Commiittee to stay focused on that important task.
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FEDERAL ENERGY REGULATORY COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20426

OFFICE OF THE COMMISSIONER
October 30, 2002

Mr. Gary M. Brown, Special Counsel
U.S. Senate Commiittee on Governmental Affairs
Washington, DC 20510-6250

Dear Mr. Brown:

This responds to your invitation to supplement my responses to the February 15,
2002 letter from Senators Licberman and Thompson set forth in your letter of October 11,
2002 to Don Chamblee.

After conducting another review of my calendar, I have found one additional
meeting that involved Enron or an Enron affiliate during the relevant time period. The
meeting occurred on June 7, 2000. It was attended by representatives of Puget Sound
Energy, Avista, Portland General Electric (an Enron affiliate) Siersa Pacific Resources
and MT Power. The subject matter most Iikely involved the development of RTO West.

As to other communications, I have had opportunities for incidental contact with
representatives of numerous entities regulated by the FERC, including Enron and its
affiliates, in contexts such as conferences, seminars and speaking engagements. Further,
during the relevant time period I had telephone communications with representatives of
Enron and its affiliates. However, because neither my office or I keep telephone logs, I
cannot provide specific information such as dates and the number of additional contacts.
They likely involved the same kinds of discussions reflected in my prior responses, i.e.,
transmission access, RTO development and tariff reform for a single transmission tariff.

My prior responses to Senators Lieberman and Thompson, as supplemented by this
letter, reflect my best recollection of contacts I have had with employees of Enron and its
affiliates. If 1 can further assist the committee in this matter, please do not hesitate to
contact me.

Sincerely,

wdlow K- Brco Tt
‘Linda K. Breathitt
Commissioner
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Senator Releases Documents on Gore Aide's
Enron Ties

By RICHARD A, OPPEL Jr.

% B ¥ ASHINGTON, Nov. 12 — In a parting shot at Democrats today,
Senator Fred D. Thompson released documents detailing how
one of Al Gore's top presidential campaign officials, Johnny

Hayes, was paid to do consulting work for Enron during the 2000
campaign. Mr. Hayes was hired to help the company resolve a costly
dispute with a federal agency and also to lobby federal energy
regulators. :

Mr. Hayes, who was Mr. Gore's national finance chairman in the 2000

. campaign, was paid $100,000 by a prominent law firm, Wyatt, Tarrant

& Combs, that had been hired to resolve a dispute between Enron and
the Tennessee Valley Authority, according to the managing partner at
the firm. The dispute was settled late in 2000 after Enron agreed to pay
more than $200 million.

The firn had also been hired by Enron to obtain "better comumunication”
with a commissioner at the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission,
Linda Breathitt, whose father was a lawyer at the firm, according to
documents written by a former partner at the firm that were also released
by Mr. Thompson, a Tennessee Republican who is retiring this year.

Enron had close relations with President Bush and other top
Republicans, and the documents illustrate how the company strove
during the 2000 elections to play both sides of the fence by fostering
close links to senior Democratic party officials. Enron had long been a
major financial backer of Mr. Bush, a relationship Democrats have used
to try to damage the Bush administration.

But Enron, apparently concemed two years ago that Mr. Gore might win
the election, set out on an aggressive tack to also cultivate people close
to him and other Democratic officials. Mr. Haves, who did notretwrn a
phone call seeking comment today, also worked for Enron after Mr.
Gore was defeated.

& Mr. Thompson released the documents during a Senate Governmental
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Affairs Committee hearing today in part because he said he was
concerned that Democrats on the panel were trying to paint Republican
appointees to the energy commission in an unfair light.



Preferences
News Tracker
Premium Agcount
Site Help

Privacy Policy -

HEWEPAPER
Home Delivery

Customer Service

Text Version

Advertiser Lirks:

25

OMMISSION-

foday!

Small Business
Center OPEN
Network®M tanls

208

"Selective indignation is not going to work,"” Mr. Thompson said. The
panel's chairman, until next year, is Senator Joseph I. Licberman,
Democrat of Connecticut, who is seen as a possible presidential
candidate in 2004. Mr. Liecberman denied any effort to "get Republicans
and protect the Democrats.”

Chattancoga Times Free Press.

In an interview this afternoon, the managing partner at Wyatt, Tarrant &
Comibs, Kevin Hable, confirmed that the firm paid Mr. Hayes $100,000

in March 2001 for work Mr. Hayes performed the year before on behalf
of Enron. :

Mr. Hable said that lawyers on the executive comumittee of the law firm
were not told that Mr. Hayes had been retained to do the work until
January 2001. The only person at the firm who knew about the deal with
Mr. Hayes before that date, he said, was Charles W. Bone, who he said
had sought to arrange a $325,000 payment to Mr. Hayes. The executive
committee, Mr. Hable added, also did not know Mr. Bone was lobbying
the energy commission until 2001. Mrx. Bone, who left the law firm late
last year, did not return a phone call seeking comment.

At the hearing today, Mr. Thompson noted that Ms. Breathitt's father,
Edward T. Breathitt, the former governor of Kentucky, had been a
lawyer at the Wyatt law firm at the same time that Mr. Bone and Mr.
Hayes were in contact with Ms. Breathitt.

Under questioning by Mr. Thompson at the hearing, Ms. Breathitt, a
Democrat appointed to the energy commission by President Bill Clinton
in 1997, testified that her contacts with Enron officials were proper. Her
father, she said, was paid by the Wyatt firm only a fixed salary that did
not increase based on new business. Mr. Breathitt has since retired from
the firm.

Ms. Breathitt added that many of the positions she had taken at the
commission were adverse to Enron. "I have been the most reticent, least
philosophically attuned to where Enron was going, in my opinion,” Ms.
Breathitt said.

The energy commission chairman, Patrick Wood III, who was appointed
by Mr. Bush last year, said after the hearing that he believed that the
harsh questioning of Ms. Breathitt had been unfair.

For his part, Mr. Thompson also emphasized that he was not asserting
that Ms. Breathitt had done anything improper, only that he was trying
to show how easy it was to draw negative inferences in such situations.

SEARCH RESULTE FROM THE ARCHIVE
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FEDERAL ENERGY REGULATORY COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20426

OFFICE OF THE COMMISSIONER

December 20, 2002

The Honorable Joseph I. Lieberman
Chairman

Committee on Governmental Affairs
United States Senate

‘Washington, D.C. 20510-6260

Dear Mr. Chairman:

Thank you for your letter of November 26, 2002, enclosing questions from you
and Senator Carl Levin. 1 am providing my answers, set out below, for the record of your
Commitiee's November 12 hearing.

Senator Joseph Lieberman’

Question 1: In our February 15, 2002 letter to Chairman Wood, the Committee
requested, among other things, a list of all communications between Enron
and the Commission (including all Commissioners, officers or employees of
FERC) from January 1, 1992 to December 2, 2001. You responded to this
request on March 4, 2002 and supplemented this response on March 20,
2002. Since then, questions have been raised about the completeness of

these responses.

a. Please indicate whether the information provided in FERC's submissions of
March 4, 2002 and March 20, 2002 is a complete and accurate record of
your communications with Enron and its representatives during that time
period. If not, please list any communications (as that term is defined in the
Comumittee's February 15, 2002 letter) that you had with Enron or its
representatives from January 1, 1992 through December 2, 2001 that were
not included in the Commission’s earlier submissions to the Committee.

b. Is there anything to which you testified at the hearing with respect to your
communications with Enron and its representatives that you which to

supplement?
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Answer: Thank you for the opportunity to supplement my responses to your previous
inquiries. To the best of my knowledge, the information provided in FERC's submissions
of March 4, 2002 and March 20, 2002 accurately reflects my communications with Enron
and its representatives during that time period.

Question 2: As discussed at the November 12 hearing, as well as in Committee staff's
accompanying memorandum, less than 10% of FERC's employees
measured in terms of full equivalents - FTE's - (the equivalent of one person
working full time) are allocated to the new Office of Market Oversight and
Investigation (OMOI). According to FERC's FY2003 budget 250 FTE',
including OMOI, are engaged in monitoring and enforcement activities,
even broadly-defined; these activities thus account for less than 20% of
FERC's total personnel and less then 15% of its budget. Do you believe this
level of commitment to market oversight and enforcement is adequate in
light of: 1) the fact that there are currently a number of investigations
relevant to the energy industry ongoing not only at FERC (including the
investigation of the California and Western markets) but also at other
federal agencies (for example, the CFTC and SEC) and at the state Jevel
(for instance, the California Attorney General's investigation of energy
company activities during the 2000-01 energy crisis) which may well
uncover information that requires additional or expanded FERC
investigations; and 2) the need for an effective enforcement program to
ensure compliance with market rules when markets are deregulated?

Answers I believe that the Commission has made the necessary level of commitment
to market oversight and enforcement, but that commitment is not measured solely by the
FTEs allocated to OMOI. Let me explain why I am satisfied that the Commission has
allocated sufficient resources to these critical efforts. It starts at the top. For the first
time, the Commission has made market oversight one of its three central goals, along with
the traditional work on infrastructure and teriffs and rates, which is reflected in our
Strategic Plan that we issued in the fall of 2001, The inclusion of market oversightas a
central goal in the Strategic Plan represents a new way of doing business and, in fact, a
huge cultural change at the Commission.

We have taken a number of steps to accomplish this goal. First, we established a
fead organization whose lone pricrity is market oversight and enforcement, the Office of
Market Oversight and Investigations (OMOI). OMOI became operational in 2002 and
will be fully staffed with 120 FTEs by summer 2003. Second, we also began
transforming our existing processes and resources. The organizations whose primary
mission is traditional infrastructure and tariffs and rates are becoming more attuned to
market oversight and investigation issues. Third, our resource allocation is not static. We
are using FTEs from a number of organizations (Office of Litigation, Office of General
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Counsel, Office of Markets, Tariffs and Rates and Office and the Office of the Executive
Director) in major investigations. Furthermore, we are conducting a Closed Door session
after each Commission meeting to, among other things, focus our monitoring and
investigative efforts and resources and ensure full involvement of the Commissioners.
Fourth, to the extent our expertise needs to be supplemented by special skill sets, we have
not hesitated to contract with outside consultants, as we have done in the West Wide
investigation. Fifth, we have increased our cooperative efforts with the other federal
agencies such as the CFTC, SEC and DOJ. Finally, we are leveraging our market
oversight resources. Each developed electric market around the country has a market
monitoring unit (MMU) that has direct access to markets within the ISO or RTO. We are
forging a fundamental partnership with these MMUs so that together we will form a
single, seamless market monitoring presence around the country.

I believe the Commission has made an unprecedented commitment to market
oversight and enforcement and the current level of effort the Commission is expending on
market oversight and enforcement is appropriate. It demonstrates our commitment to
market oversight and leverages our resources effectively. If experience indicates that we
should commit additional resources to market oversight, I will not hesitate to reallocate
resources where we can or seek additional resources from Congress if we must. It is, of
course, critically important that we get the market structures and the rules in place as we
are doing in the RTO dockets in SMD proposal rulemaking.

Senator Carl Levin

Senator Levin propounded a number of questions to the Commissioners generally
seeking data regarding QF's and raising a number of legal issues. I have read the
respanses of Chairman Wood on behalf of the Commission. Iagree with the responses
and, therefore, adopt those responses as my own. So as not to unnecessarily burden the
record, I have not replicated those response here. I would be more than happy to respond
to any specific inquiry that Senator Levin would have for me.

Sincerely,
/[”JL' 7 (put Dol
Nora Mead Brownell

Commissioner
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FEDERAL ENERGY REGULATORY COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20428

OFFICE OF THE COMMISSIONER

December 20, 2002

The Honorable Joseph I. Lieberman
Chairman
Committee on Governmental Affairs
United States Senate
Washington, DC 20510-6260
Dear Mr. Chairman:
Thank you for your letter of November 26, 2002, enclosing questions from you
and Senators Fred Thompson and Carl Levin, for the record of your Committee's

November 12 hearing. My answers to those questions are enclosed.

Sincerely,

/ . 1 5
//wﬂzﬁ///,///;m |

William L. Massey /Q

Commissioner / .

Enclosure
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COMMISSIONER MASSEY'S RESPONSES TO QUESTIONS

SUBMITTED BY SENATORS

Senator Lieberman

Question 1:

Answer:

In our February 15, 2002 letter to you, the Committee requested, among
other things, a list of all communications between Enron and the
Commission (including all Commissioners, officers or employees of FERC)
from January 1, 1992 to December 2, 2001. You responded to this request
on March 4, 2002 and supplemented this response on March 20, 2002.
Since then, questions have been raised about the completeness of these
responses.

Please indicate whether the information provided in FERC’s submission of
March 4, 2002 and March 20, 2002 is a complete and accurate record of
your communications with Enron and its representatives during that time
period. Ifnot, please list any communications (as that term is defined in the
Committee’s February 15, 2002 letter) that you had with Enron or its
representatives from January 1, 1992 through December 2, 2001 that were
not included in the Commission’s earlier submissions to the Committee.

To the best of my knowledge and recollection, the information provided is a

complete and accurate record of communications between me and Enron and its
representatives during that time period.

b.

Answer:

Question 2:

Is there anything to which you testified at the hearing with respect to your
communications with Enron and its representatives that you wish to

supplement?
1 do not wish to supplement my testimony.

As discussed in the November 12 hearing, as well as in Committee staff’s
accompanying memorandum, less than 10% of FERC’s employees
measured in terms of full time equivalents — FTE’s — (the equivalent of one
person working full time) are allocated to the new Office of Market
Oversight and Investigation (OMOI). According to FERC’s 2003 budget
250 FTE’s, including OMOI, are engaged in monitoring and enforcement
activities, even broadly-defined; these activities thus account for less than
20% of FERC’s total personnel and less than 15% of its budget. Do you
believe this level of commitment to market oversight and enforcement is
adequate in light of 1) the fact that there are currently a number of
investigations relevant to the energy industry ongoing not only at FERC
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(including the investigation of the California and Western markets) but also
at other federal agencies (for example, the CFTC and SEC) and at the state
level (for instance, the California Attorney General’s investigation of
energy company activities during the 2000-2001 energy crisis) which may
well uncover information that requires additional or expanded FERC
investigations; and 2) the need for an effective enforcement program to
ensure compliance with market rules when markets are deregulated?

Answer: 1 hereby incorporate by reference, and adopt as my own, Chairman Wood's
answer to question No. 4 submitted by Senator Lieberman. I will continue to urge that
the Commission's resources are appropriately focused on vigorous investigations and
oversight. Under Chairman Wood's leadership, the Commission’s commitment to market
oversight and enforcement has increased rather dramatically. I have reached no
conclusion about whether additional resources will be necessary. It is my hope that
standardization of market structures and rules, vigorous market monitoring units within
each RTO and the more effective ex ante mitigation tools we have proposed in our
Standard Market Design rulemaking will allow a more efficient utilization of the
Commission's oversight and enforcement resources.

Senator Carl Levin

Question 1: Current law provides special rates and other benefits to qualifying small
power production facilities under 16 U.S.C. 796 (17)(c) (hereinafter “QF

facilities”).
a. Approximately how many QF facilities now exist?

Answer: 1 hereby incorporate by reference, and adopt as my own, Chairman Wood's
answer to this question.

b. Approximately how many QF facilities have equity interests held by
multiple parties?

Answer: I hereby incorporate by reference, and adopt as my own, Chairman Wood's
answer to this question.

c. Approximately how many QF facilities are owned in part, either directly or
indirectly, by any electric utility company, electric utility holding company,
or an affiliate of an electric utility holding company (hereinafter “electric
utility”)?
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Answer: I hereby incorporate by reference, and adopt as my own, Chairman Wood's
answer to this question.

d. Approximately how many QF facilities are owned in part by a special
purpose entity (SPE) that was established by an electric utility.

Answer: I hereby incorporate by reference, and adopt as my own, Chairman Wood's
answer to this question.

e. Approximately how many QF facilities are owned in part by an SPE whose
equity ownership interest in the facility was largely provided, financed, or
guaranteed by an electric utility?

Answer: I hereby incorporate by reference, and adopt as my own, Chairman Wood's
answer to this question.

f. Approximately how many QF facilities are owned in part, either directly or
indirectly, by a director, officer or employee of an electric utility or by a
family member closely related to such director, officer or employee?

g Please describe the characteristics and nature of existing QF facility owners,
including whether any particular companies dominate ownership of these
facilities, the most common types of owners, and the relative percentage of
owners that are electric utilities, corporations, partnerships, trusts, or
individuals.

Answer: 1 hereby incorporate by reference, and adopt as my own, Chairman Wood's
answer to this question.

Question 2: If FERC determined that a company which had owned a QF facility sold
100 percent of the equity interest in that facility to an SPE that was
established and financed primarily by an electric utility, would the facility
likely continue to qualify for QF status under FERC regulations? What if
the SPE was owned or controlled by a senior officer or employee of an
electric utility?

Answer: I hereby incorporate by reference, and adopt as my own, Chairman Wood's
answer to this question.

Question 3: At the hearing, Chairman Wood indicated that FERC would undertake a

[V%)
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review of existing filings to determine whether any QF facilities are
operating under the same or similar ownership arrangements used by Enron
with respect to its wind farms. Please describe how FERC plans to conduct
this review, approximately how many QF facilities will be examined, and
projected key dates for completion of the review. Given the evidence that
has emerged over the last year regarding how Enron and other companies
have abused SPEs by concealing their control over or financial
contributions to the relevant SPE, please describe how FERC pians to
identify and evaluate the nature and extent of any links that may exist
among the QF facility, an SPE with an equity ownership interest in that
facility and any electric utility.

I hereby incorporate by reference, and adopt as my own, Chairman Wood's

answer to this question.

Question 4: [Omitted]

Question 5: At the hearing, FERC indicated that it currently relies to a large extent on

Answer:

third parties to file complaints about QF facilities that may be in violation
of FERC's QF ownership rules. Are there any plans for FERC to publish

Federal Register notices to alert consumer advocates to facilities claiming
QF status or to changes in the ownership of these facilities: Are there any
plans to eliminate the $16,000 fee for complaints against QF facilities?

I hereby incorporate by reference, and adopt as my own, Chairman Wood's

answer to this question.

Question 6: FERC's staff conducted two examinations of the electronic trading

Answer:

operation known as Enron Online (EOL). The first staff report was issued
in August 2001, and the second a year later in August 2002. The first-report
concluded "there is no reason for concern about EOL at this time." The
second report found significant evidence of price manipulation and
deceptive practices by Enron. How do you explain the differences between
the two staff reports?

1 hereby incorporate by reference, and adopt as my own, Chairman Wood's

answer to this question.

Question 7: The August 2002 FERC staff report includes a detailed analysis of the

natural gas trades made on Enron Online for next-day delivery into
California over the course of a single day, January 31, 2001. The report
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found that out of a total of 227 trades on that day, 174 — or more than two-
thirds of the trades — involved Enron and a single counter party. Most of
these trades took place during the last hour of trading, with the two parties
buying huge amounts of natural gas from each other in numerous
transactions. The report determined that the trades took place at "higher
prices" than other trades that day and resulted in a steep price increase over
the last hour of trading. The report described this trading as "difficult to
rationalize as a normal or standard business practice” and noted that "only
Enron and possibly the counter party could have known that so much of the
trading was going on between themselves, because parties looking at EOL's
screens could only see the bid and ask prices; they could not know who the
counter party was on any particular trade.” The report also indicates that
Enron Online's price data was routinely used to prepare published reports
on natural gas prices, which meant that the EOL price data was not just
affecting Enron trades, but also contributing to higher natural gas prices
industrywide. The FERC staff report concluded that Enron had "significant
ability and incentive to manipulate the price data published by the reporting
firms."

a. What is the identity of the counter party in the 174 trades analyzed in the
2002 report?

Answer: I hereby incorporate by reference, and adopt as my own, Chairman Wood's
answer to this question.

b. (i) Is it FERC's position that it currently has jurisdiction to monitor and
investigate electronic trading systems like Enron Online which affect
U.S. energy markets?

Answer: [ hereby incorporate by reference, and adopt as my own, Chairman Wood's
answer to this question.

b. (i)  Does FERC's jurisdiction arise in part from its statutory obligation to
ensure just and reasonable rates?

Answer: 1 hereby incorporate by reference, and adopt as my own, Chairman Wood's
answer to the question.

e, Would you agree that the 2002 FERC staff analysis of Enron Online has
established beyond dispute that electronic trading can affect U.S. energy
prices and utility rates?



218

Answer: 1 hereby incorporate by reference, and adopt as my own, Chairman Wood's
answer to this question.

d. Given the importance of electronic trading in U.S. energy markets today, is
it fair to say that FERC cannot ensure just and reasonable rates without
monitoring and overseeing the key electronic trading systems that affect
U.S. energy markets?

Answer: I hereby incorporate by reference, and adopt as my own, Chairman Wood's
answer to this question. I believe that FERC cannot ensure just and reasonable rates
without monitoring and overseeing by some appropriate federal agency, whether FERC or
the CFTC, of key electronic trading systems that affect U.S. energy markets.

Question 8: Please list the key electronic systems that currently affect U.S. energy
markets. Has FERC initiated a detailed examination of any of these
electronic trading systems since Enron's collapse in December 20017 If so,
please identify them. In addition, please indicate whether FERC has
conducted or plans to undertake a detailed examination of
UBSWenergy.com or the Intercontinental Exchange.

Answer: [Please see Confidential Non-Public Appendix to Chairman Wood's
responses. |

Question 9: FERC uses certain information, like large trader reports, to monitor
designated exchanges such as NYMEX. Does FERC have any plans to require electronic
trading systems like UBSWenergy.com or ICE to begin filing similar information with
FERC, so that FERC can monitor their trading? If not, how will FERC monitor existing
electronic platform trading in the energy markets to detect and prevent roundtrip and
other suspect transactions that may be improperly increasing energy prices or utility
rates?

Answer: 1 hereby incorporate by reference, and adopt as my own, Chairman Wood's
answer to this question.

Question 10: Electronic trading is not confined to offers and bids on short term contracts
for next-day deliveries of energy, but also energy derivatives, forward

contracts and futures.

a. Does FERC need to examine all aspects of this trading activity to fully
understand energy markets and evaluate whether particular prices are just
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b.

Answer;
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and reasonable?
Yes.

Is FERC’s existing statutory authority sufficient to permit it to monitor and
investigate the whole range of energy trading activity that takes place on
electronic trading systems, or is it FERC’s position that it is precluded from
examining certain types of trading? Ifit is FERC’s position that it is
precluded from examining certain types of electronic trading, please
identify those categories of trading and explain why FERC is unable to
examine them.

I hereby incorporate by reference, and adopt as my own, Chairman Wood's

answer to this question. The FERC or other appropriate agency such as the CFTC should
have full authority to regulate such activities.

Question 11: Please provide any recommendations you may have for clarifying or

Answer:

strengthening FERC’s statutory authority to ensure that FERC has clear
jurisdiction to monitor, obtain routine information regarding, and
investigate all aspects of electronic rading systems, including all types of
trading activity, that may bear on energy prices and utility rates.

The FERC would have full authority if the Federal Power Act were

amended to define an electronic trading system as a "public utility."
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INTRODUCTION

On December 2, 2001, Enron, then ranked as the nation’s seventh largest company, filed
for federal bankruptcy protection amid allegations of far reaching financial and other fraud.
Enron’s collapse left thousands of employees without jobs and with severely diminished
retitement savings and erased billions of dollars of shareholder value. Perhaps most
significantly, it triggered a crisis of investor confidence in U.S. financial markets — and a
concomitant crisis in ratepayer and investor confidence in the energy markets. Enron’s
meltdown has had effects that have reverberated through the energy sector as well as other parts
of the U.S. economy, and its consequences continue to be felt today.

In January 2002, the Senate Committee on Governmental Affairs undertook an
investigation into the collapse of Enron. Specifically, the Committee examined a variety of
public and private entities that had responsibility for overseeing or monitoring aspects of Enron’s
activities and protecting the public against the type of calamities that resulted. The charge was
to seek to determine if these watchdogs did their jobs correctly and whether they could have done
anything to prevent, or at least detect earlier, the problems that led to Enron’s failure. Among the
entities looked at closely by the Committee has been the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
(FERC), the government’s primary energy regulator. Although Enron, at the end, was involved
in an assortment of far-flung activities, at its core, Enron was an energy company, and many of
its activities were subject to direct or indirect oversight by FERC.

The Committee initiated its investigation through letters sent to the FERC Chairman on
February 15 and March 27, 2002, requesting information about FERC’s dealings with Enron and
its affiliates over the last ten years, information which FERC provided to the Committee. The
Committee also made follow-up requests to FERC for further information concerning
investigations, inquiries, and audits involving Enron subsidiaries and affiliates. In addition,
Committee staff had a number of interviews and discussions with FERC staff, officials of other
federal agencies, and non-Enron utility company employees concerning the specific matters
discussed in this memo. Committee staff also reviewed thousands of documents and e-mail
records from Enron and affiliated companies provided to the Committee and to its Permanent
Subcommittee on Investigations in response to subpoenas to Enron.

‘What Committee staff for the majority found was an agency that was no match for a
determined Enron and that has yet to prove that it is up to the challenge of proactively overseeing
changing markets. On a number of occasions, FERC was provided with sufficient information
to raise suspicions of improper activities — or had itself identified potential problems — in areas
where it had regulatory responsibilities over Enron, but failed to understand the significance of
the information or its implications. Over and over again, FERC displayed a striking lack of
thoroughness and determination with respect to key aspects of Enron’s activities — an approach
seemingly embedded in its regulatory philosophy, regulations, and practices. In short, the record
demonstrates a shocking absence of regulatory vigilance on FERC’s part and a failure to
structure the agency to meet the demands of the new, market-based system that the agency itself
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has championed. In the end, this investigation reveals that FERC did not fulfill its role to protect
the consumer against abuses that can result if a market-based system is not adequately patrolled
by those charged with doing so.

This memorandum will discuss four specific areas in which FERC failed to conduct
effective oversight of Enron’s activities. The first involves certain wind farms owned by Enron.
In an effort to preserve these wind farms’ eligibility as so-called “qualifying facilities” eligible
for certain economic and regulatory benefits, Enron purported to transfer 50% ownership
interests in these wind farms to third parties. At least some of the transactions, however, appear
to have been sham sales. Enron, as required under FERC regulations, provided written notice to
FERC of each of these sales (as well as subsequent repurchases), along with certain telling
details; in some instances Enron in fact sought FERC’s affirmative approval of the transactions.
Nonetheless, FERC failed to make any effective inquiry — or in some cases, any inquiry at all —
into these transactions, enabling Enron to receive substantial benefits for its wind farms to which
it may not have been entitled.

Second, the memo will look at an investigation that FERC staff conducted in May 2001
into the operations of Enron Online, Enron’s electronic trading platform used to buy and sell
electricity and natural gas. The inquiry included questions about the competitive advantage that
this trading operation gave Enron traders and whether that advantage could lead to abusive
practices in the market; in connection with this inquiry, FERC staff also looked at questions
concerning Enron’s financial viability. FERC staff asked some of the right questions about
Enron’s electronic trading activities and finances, but ultimately settled for incomplete,
unconvincing, or incorrect answers to those questions. Equally troubling, FERC failed to follow
up on some of the most serious concerns raised in the course of its inquiry — concerns that have
since been borne out. A critical legal memorandum regarding the basic question of whether
FERC had jurisdiction over such trading platforms as Enron Online — which were expected to
become the dominant way to trade both electricity and natural gas — was started but left to
languish until Chairman Lieberman raised questions about it in a May 15, 2002 letter to FERC
Chairman Wood. All this occurred at a time when Enron internal documents uncovered during
the Committee’s investigation show that the company placed a high priority on maintaining the
unregulated status of Enron Online.

Third, the memo will examine questionable transactions between Enron and its FERC-
regulated affiliated companies. In particular, shortly before Enron declared bankruptcy, it
borrowed approximately $1 billion through two of its pipeline subsidiaries, securing the loans
with the pipelines’ assets. When Enron went bankrupt, the pipeline companies — and potentially
their ratepayers — were left to repay the loans. In addition, there is evidence suggesting that
Enron may have used its public utility affiliate, Portland General Electric (PGE), to engage in the
questionable export and reimportation of electricity from California during the Western energy
crisis of 2000-2001 and disguised these prohibited interaffiliate transactions. Although FERC
has now opened investigations into both matters, before Enron’s collapse it had been unprepared
and unwilling to act against suspect interaffiliate transactions either because the Commission’s
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rules were inadequate or because it was not able to effectively monitor whether companies were
complying with the rules.

The fourth area involves the abusive trading practices that, according to recently released
documents, Enron traders engaged in during the California energy crisis. FERC waited nearly
two years after the first allegations of market abuse by individual companies arose before
launching a formal inquiry into the potentially abusive actions of individual companies. This
was despite the fact that FERC was provided with information raising concerns about the
exercise of market power in California as early as 1998. Not until February 2002 did FERC
pursue evidence that suggested that companies like Enron were manipulating the market. This
failure to look at the behavior of individual companies came while Enron, deeply concerned
about the effect the Western energy crisis could have on the course of deregulation and on its
business, engaged in an extensive public relations and lobbying campaign to influence FERC’s
actions in the California market.

In addition to examining these areas of failed oversight, the memo will look at the efforts
the Commission has undertaken recently to more effectively oversee the contemporary energy
markets. Committee staff has serious concerns about whether, as currently constructed, such
efforts are likely to result in the proactive, aggressive agency that is needed to protect consumers.

* ES *

While we do not know with certainty whether the disclosure of any of the individual
activities to be highlighted at the hearing would have prevented Enron’s collapse, it seems highly
likely that more vigilant, aggressive action by FERC would have limited some of the abuses that
appear to have occurred, raised larger questions about Enron’s trading practices and other
business activities, and unearthed at least some of the cracks in Enron’s foundation earlier.
Perhaps scrutiny by a federal agency would have jolted the Enron Board of Directors and Enron
itself into acting to change direction. At a minimum, we believe it would have alerted investors,
analysts, and hopefully other regulators to look more closely at Enron.

I FERC: BACKGROUND

FERC is an independent, five-member regulatory commission within the Department of
Energy. It was created in 1977 as a successor to the Federal Power Commission, which had been
established in 1935 by the Federal Power Act. FERC regulates the interstate transmission and
wholesale sale of electricity and natural gas, while state and local governments regulate retail
sales and intrastate transmission. FERC also licenses hydroelectric projects and regulates the
transmission of oil by interstate pipelines.

Over the past 25 years, FERC has overseen a fundamental change in the energy industry
from a set of highly regulated monopolies to a system increasingly based on market competition.
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The regulatory framework as it has evolved and is administered by FERC in three areas that
constituted a substantial portion of Enron’s energy business — electricity, natural gas, and oil - is,
very briefly, as follows:

A. Electricity

The federal regulatory scheme for electric utilities is set forth in the Public Utility
Holding Company Act' (PUHCA) and the Federal Power Act® (FPA). Both laws were passed in
the mid-1930's in response to corporate abuse by utility holding companies. Holding companies
were taking advantage of the fact that they owned utilities in multiple states to engage in
interstate, intra-company transactions that could not be controlled by state public utility
commissions. The Securities and Exchange Commission (SEC) was given authority to regulate
matters relating to utilities’ corporate structures under PUHCA, including the ability to restrict
ownership of multiple utility companies by a single holding company.’ Under the FPA, FERC’s
predecessor agency — the Federal Power Commission — was given the authority to regulate the
rates that could be charged for electricity sold by one utility to another. The FPA required that
these wholesale electric rates be “just and reasonable” and nondiscriminatory; rates that are not
just and reasonable or are discriminatory are unlawful.* This statutory standard remains in place
today. State utility commissions continue to regulate retail rates charged to consumers within
their states.

The electricity industry in the U.S. has historically been characterized by vertically
integrated utility companies that owned and controlled generation, transmission and distribution
systems necessary to serve their own customers. These systems were primarily regulated by state
commissions which approved construction of the facilities necessary to provide electric service
and consumer rates to recover the cost of those facilities. Generally, sales of power between
utilities were overseen by FERC. The situation began to change with the passage of the Public
Utility Regulatory Policy Act® (PURPA) in 1979 and the Energy Policy Act® (EPAct) in 1992.
PURPA created a new category of independent generation facilities known as “qualifying
facilities” or “QFs,” which were allowed to sell electricity to electric utility companies. (QFs
include cogeneration facilities (i.e., facilities that simultaneously produce two forms of useful

' 15U.8.C. § 79 et seq.

2 16 U.S.C. § 791a et seq.

* See 15 U.S.C. § 79k(b)(1).

4 16 U.S.C. §§ 824d(a) and (b); see also 16 U,S.C. § 813.
5 16 U.S.C. § 2601.

¢ 42U.S.C. § 13201.
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energy, such as electric power and steam) and small power production facilities that use biomass,
waste, or renewable resources, including wind, solar and water, to produce electric power). In an
effort to develop this new, independent generation industry, utility companies were required to
purchase electricity from these QFs at preferential rates in lieu of using their own generation
capacity. PURPA also required that a QF be owned by an entity that was not already a utility
company.

EPAct expanded the universe of “independent” power generation facilities by authorizing
utility companies to own independent power generation facilities — that is, power generation
facilities that were not captive to a particular utility but could sell to multiple buyers — but
without the preferential rates available to QFs; such independent generation facilities are referred
to as “exempt wholesale generators” (EWGs). EPAct also required utilities to open up their
interstate transmission systems to accommodate wholesale sales of power by competing
producers. FERC has the responsibility to oversee these sales of electricity between utilities.
FERC also reinterpreted the FPA’s requirement that wholesale electric rates be “just and
reasonable” to allow market-based prices to be considered just and reasonable rates.

These changes, along with the decisions by individual states such as California to
reorganize their state electric markets along a similar model, resulted in a major shift in the way
electricity was generated, transmitted and sold. Rather than electricity being seen as a service
provided by regulated monopolies at regulated prices, it became a commodity to be produced and
sold at prices set by the market. This in turn created opportunities for energy companies like
Enron to enter into the market to buy and sell electricity and even to provide retail service to
customers.

B. Natural Gas

The evolution of the natural gas market had similar attributes to that of the electric
market. In this case, natural gas pipelines previously served in the role of the “integrated” utility;
they purchased gas from producers, transported it, and resold it to local natural gas distribution
utility companies. Here too, FERC through its authority under the Natural Gas Act to regulate
interstate pipelines,’” has moved to require pipelines to “unbundle” these services and allow
others to ship natural gas on their pipelines. In other words, FERC has essentially required
interstate pipelines to serve as interstate “common carriers” providing transportation to others
who purchase or sell natural gas directly.® As in the case of electricity, this has provided
opportunities for energy trading companies like Enron to buy and sell natural gas that were not
previously available. FERC continued to approve both the rates and construction of pipelines,
including those owned by Enron.

715U.8.C. §717.

$ 15U.8.C. § 717(c).
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C. Oil Pipelines

FERC regulates interstate oil pipelines, which Enron also owned, under the Interstate
Commerce Act, through which it has also begun to extend market-based rate authority.

In all three areas — electricity, natural gas, and oil — FERC has been instrumental in
transforming the way energy products and services are bought and sold from one that relied upon
cost-of-service based rates established by FERC, to market-based rates where prices are
determined by a competitive marketplace.” Enron was at the forefront of these changes, both
arguing for their implementation and structuring its businesses and business strategy to take
advantage of them. In the process, Enron became the largest U.S. trader of electricity and natural
gas — and one of the most significant companies within FERC’s jurisdiction.

1I. FERC’S OVERSIGHT OF ENRON

Although FERC does not directly regulate Enron Corp. (essentially a holding company
for the company’s many and diverse operating subsidiaries) as a corporation, per se, the
Commission has jurisdiction over many of Enron’s energy marketing, generation, and
transmission subsidiaries and activities. In response to the Committee’s request, FERC
identified 24 electricity marketers, generators or transmitters, 15 gas pipelines, and 5 oil pipelines
that are Enron subsidiaries or affiliates and that either are so-called “jurisdictional entities” under
the FPA, Natural Gas Act or Interstate Commerce Act or are QFs that must be certified by FERC
under PURPA. In addition, Enron appears to have several other electric affiliates that are subject
to FERC’s jurisdiction or certification requirements. '’

Not surprisingly, therefore, FERC had thousands of contacts with Enron concerning
Enron’s FERC-regulated subsidiaries and affiliates over the ten-year period examined by
Committee staff. The vast majority of these involved routine matters such as rate filings,
reporting requirements, and system operation. In addition, Enron was very aggressive about
using, and seeking to use, the regulatory process to further its own strategic business goals and to

® Cost-of-service based rates are rates that are based on how much it costs for the utility
company or pipeline to provide the service. It is calculated by analyzing the costs of building
generation equipment, transmission facilities, personnel, financing, and other costs. In contrast,
market-based rates are the price that the seller can get for the product in the marketplace. As part
of the transition from one rate system to another, FERC has both directly and indirectly required
the establishment of a variety of market mechanisms — from auctions by pipelines for available
capacity to centralized trading exchanges.

1% In the course of its investigation, Committee staff came across a number of Enron-
affiliated entities, primarily QFs and EWGs, beyond those identified by FERC, that either had
filed certifications with FERC or were discussed in internal Enron documents.

7
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protect its economic interests in matters within FERC’s purview; these matters ranged from the
promotion of the deregulation of the electric and natural gas markets to FERC’s response to the
California energy crisis.!" Enron intervened in dozens, if not hundreds, of proceedings before the
Commission to this end.’* Enron, moreover, was an active member of a number of industry
organizations and coalitions and the company’s employees often met with FERC commissioners
and staff either as participants in association events or as representatives of the associations
themselves.

Among the many Enron matters that came before FERC, or were subject to FERC
oversight in recent years, four stood out as examples of significant regulatory failure. In each
case, the Enron practices left unpursued by FERC likely contributed, directly or indirectly, to the
company’s collapse, distorted the appearance of its financial condition, and/or inflicted harm on
energy consumers and the energy industry. The Committee staff’s findings with respect to each
of these matters is set forth in detail below.

A. Enron Wind Farm Transactions

In January 1997, Enron purchased Zond Wind Energy Corporation, a manufacturer and
developer of wind energy generation equipment and projects. As a result, Enron became the
majority owner of a number of wind farm projects that were considered “qualifying facilities”
(QFs) under PURPA and so were eligible for preferential rate treatment.

Shortly thereafter, in August 1997, Enron completed its acquisition of a public utility
company located in Oregon — Portland General Electric (PGE). Under PURPA, however, QFs
cannot be owned by a public utility or its holding company. Thus, because Enron now owned a

" Enron Corp., “Enron Federal Government Affairs - Outlook & Goals for 1999 (Enron
document nos. EC-W 000000228-000000234); Enron Corp., “Overview of Key Energy Policy
Issues” (Enron document nos. EC-W 000001131-000001139).

2 Enron also appears to have sought more broadly to influence policy matters within the
Commission’s jurisdiction. Enron’s Government Affairs office had at least eight people
dedicated to working on FERC matters. See Enron Corp., “Government Affairs Directory,”
(Enron document no. EC-W 000003398-000003406), at 6. This was, of course, part of a much
reported on, broader effort on the part of Enron to shape its regulatory environment at both the
state and federal level: Enron’s internal government affairs department documents indicate that
the company budgeted $37.2 million for government affairs activities in 1999, $33.6 million in
2000 and $32.5 million in 2001. See Enron Corp., “Government Affairs,” November 2001
(Enron document nos. EC 000124004-000124010) at 7. It is unknown what portion of these
funds were spent on FERC-related activities. Given the company’s extensive interactions with
FERC, it may well have been a substantial amount. Enron internal government affairs
department documents, for example, indicate that Enron was spending $2 million per year just to
promote the creation of Regional Transmission Organizations. See id. at 5.

8
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public utility company, the wind farm projects it had purchased would no longer be eligible for
QF status. In order to maintain the QF status of the wind farms, Enron found it necessary to
divest itself of ownership interests in a number of these projects. In a number of cases, however,
Enron seems to have only appeared to divest itself of ownership, while in fact effectively
retaining the risks and benefits of ownership. Enron subsequently repurchased its interest in
some of these wind farms in 2000, relying on legal arguments that it was otherwise exempt from
the usual ownership requirements to retain the wind farms’ QF status.

With respect to both the sales and repurchases of its ownership interests in the wind
farms, Enron, as was required, filed documents with FERC informing it of the transactions.
FERC, however, failed to give adequate — or, in some cases, any — scrutiny to these
submissions.'?

1. Regulatory Requirements

There are a number of technical and ownership requirements that a facility must meet in
order to qualify as a QF. Most relevant here, PURPA requires that a QF be owned by an entity
that is not primarily engaged in the sale or generation of electric power.* FERC has interpreted
this requirement to mean that an applicant must demonstrate that “no more than 50 percent of the
equity interest in the facility is held by an electric utility or utilities, or by an electric utility
holding company.””® To determine ownership, FERC looks to two factors: the exercise of
control and the stream of benefits accruing to each participant. That is to say, a public utility or
utility holding company may not have more than 50% control over the facility and may not
receive more than 50% of the stream of benefits — typically defined by FERC as profits, losses
and surplus after return of initial capital contribution.

FERC regulations provide two alternative means by which the owner of an eligible
facility may obtain QF status for that facility. First, the owner may file a formal application with
FERC requesting Commission certification of the facility’s QF status, which the Commission

13- Although FERC reviewed and approved the Enron/PGE merger that triggered the QF
ownership requirement, FERC did not consider or attach any conditions to its approval to ensure
that the QF ownership requirement was met.

" 16 U.S.C. § 796(17).
5 18 C.F.R. § 292.206(b).

16 See CMS Midland, Inc., 38 FERC 61,244 (1987); Ultrapower 3, 27 FER.C. 61,094
(1984). This analysis applies where the facility is held by a partnership, as was the case with
most of Enron’s wind farms discussed herein; where there is direct corporate ownership, FERC
is able to measure equity ownership more directly — by whether a utility owns more than 50% of
the project’s stock.
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may grant or deny.'’ Or, at the owner’s option, it may file a “self-certification,” attesting that the
facility meets the requirements for a QF."* Whenever there are changes in material facts about
the facility, including changes in ownership, the owner must recertify the facility, again either by
formal application to the Commission or by “self-recertification.”*’

‘When formal certification or recertification of QF status is sought, FERC publishes a
notice of the application in the Federal Register and allows interested parties to move to
intervene before ruling on the application.” When a facility owner files a self-certification or
self-recertification, no notice is published, although a copy of the self-certification notice must be
served on the utilities to which the QF expects to sell electricity and on state regulatory
authorities.”> As a matter of policy, FERC does not review self-certifications or self-
recertifications, unless an affected utility raises an objection to the certification.

In the case of its wind farm sales and repurchases, Enron in some cases requested formal
recertifications from FERC, while in others, it filed self-recertifications.

2. RADR Transactions
a. Wind Farm Sales

In or about May 1997, Enron sold a 50% interest in each of three wind farm projects to a
special purpose entity named RADR, which had allegedly been set up by Enron Chief Financial
Officer Andrew Fastow and his deputy, Michael Kopper. These transactions were among those
that underlay the civil and criminal charges recently brought against Fastow and Kopper.> The
Justice Department and SEC have alleged that these transactions were entered into by RADR so
as to “enable Enron to retain secret control over the . . . wind farms while appearing to maintain

7 18 CFR. § 292.207(b).
% 18 CFR. § 292.207(a).
¥ 1§ CFR. § 292.207(d).
® 18 C.FR. § 292.207(b)(4).
% 18 C.ER. § 292.207(a)(1).

2 See Complaint, SEC v. Kopper, Civ. Action No. H-02-3127 (S.D. Tex. August 21,
2002); Information, United States v. Kopper, Cr. No. H-02-0560 (S.D. Tex. August 20, 2002);
Complaint, SEC v. Fastow, Civ. Action No. H-02-3666 (S.D. Tex. Oct. 2, 2002); Indictment,
United States v. Fastow, Cr. No. H-02-0665 (S.D. Tex. Oct. 31, 2002).

10
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eligibility for QF status,”? and that it was understood that Enron would repurchase its interests in
the wind farms from RADR at some point in the future.

Documents produced by Enron to the Committee and its Permanent Subcommittee on
Investigations further suggest that Enron may not have legitimately transferred its interest in
these wind farms. Minutes of a May 1997 meeting of the Finance Committee of Enron’s Board
of Directors, for example, strongly imply that Enron did not consider the transactions to be true
sales and fully expected to retain control over the projects. Thus, the minutes indicate that,
although the arrangement was expected to satisfy FERC’s requirements for transfer of
ownership, it was “not a sale for book purposes” and that Enron therefore could continue to
recognize revenues from the projects.” In addition, the minutes describe Enron’s right to
repurchase the projects, noting that Enron would retain a “call option to repurchase the assets in
future and sell in ‘non-fire sale’ environment” — an indication that Enron, forced to divest its
interests in the wind farms quickly because of QF concerns, was using the sales to RADR to
temporarily “park” the projects until it could obtain what it hoped would be more lucrative
financial returns.”® Financially, the minutes reveal that Enron provided 97% of RADR’s initial
capital by way of a loan from one of its subsidiaries and that Enron intended to indemnify RADR
against future tax, environmental and other liabilities.?®

The nature of these wind farm transactions is further confirmed by a 2001 report by
PriceWaterhouseCoopers on its “due diligence” review for the Fastow-controlled partnership
LJM when LIM was contemplating purchasing Enron’s entire renewable energy subsidiary. The
report, consistent with the Finance Committee minutes, notes that, because Enron “retained all
the risks and rewards associated with the projects and retained an option to repurchase the
shares,” the transaction was not treated as a sale and revenue from the projects was accounted for
as income from joint ventures.”’” The due diligence report further reveals that Enron also
guaranteed RADR a minimum return on its investment.?®

2 Information, United States v. Kopper, Cr. No. H-02-0560 (S.D. Tex. August 20, 2002)
at 3; see also Indictment, United States v. Fastow, Cr. No. H-02-0665 (S.D. Tex. Oct. 31, 2002)
at4.

2 Enron Finance Committee Meeting, May 5, 1997 (Enron document nos.
EC 000025710 - 000025733) at document no. EC 000025730 (“Conclusions”).

% Id
% Id., at Enron document nos. EC 000025727 - 000025729.

2 PriceWaterhouseCoopers, Project Storm: Draft Report, July 6, 2001 (Enron Document
No. LIM 022403) at 100, 131.

*# Id. at 131.
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FERC reviewed and accepted each of these transfers of ownership. With respect to each
of the three wind farm projects in which RADR was purportedly acquiring an interest, Enron,
through a subsidiary, filed with FERC a formal application for recertification of QF status.”
FERC staff reviewed each of these applications, and on June 30, 1997, FERC issued orders
finding that the new ownership structure met the Commission’s requirements and granting the
applications.”® Regardless of whether FERC can have been expected to have uncovered the full
extent of the fraud arising out of these transactions, the applications submitted by Enron provided
sufficient information to have raised serious questions as to the legitimacy of the sales, and
FERC should have at least been alerted to the possibility that its own requirements for QF status
had not been met.

The applications do not disclose that Enron executives controlled RADR, but they do
reveal that Enron (through a subsidiary) will loan RADR all the money to purchase its interest in
the wind farm projects; that an Enron affiliate will indemnify the owners of RADR for certain tax
liabilities; that Enron (again, through a subsidiary) has an option to repurchase RADR’s interest
in the projects; that the land for the facilities will be leased from an Enron affiliate; and that the
same Enron affiliate will receive fees for providing operation and maintenance services to the
facilities. Taken together, these facts raise a substantial issue about whether ownership has truly
been transferred and strongly suggest that Enron is likely to retain more than 50% control and
receive more than 50% of the stream of benefits arising from the project.

In reviewing these applications, however, FERC does not appear to have understood or
even to have tried to understand the financial arrangements — loans, repurchase options,
indemnifications, and fees — described to it by Enron. According to FERC staff, QF applications
at the staff level are reviewed by engineers or others with technical expertise to determine the
QFs compliance with technical requirements, but typically no one with financial expertise
reviews the applications for conformity with the ownership requirements. FERC apparently

¥ Request for Recertification of Qualifying Facility Status for Small Power Production
Facility, Zond Windsystems Holding Company, FERC Docket No. QF87-365-003 (filed May 14,
1997); Request for Recertification of Qualifying Facility Status for Small Power Production
Facility, Sky River Partnership, Docket No. QF91-59-003 (filed May 14, 1997); Request for
Recertification of Qualifying Facility Status for Small Power Production Facility, Victory Garden
Phase IV Partmership, FERC Docket No. QF-90-43-002 (filed May 14, 1997).

* Zond Windsystems Holding Company, FERC Docket No. QF87-365-003 (Order
Granting Application for Recertification as a Qualifying Small Power Production Facility, June
30, 1997); Sky River Partnership, Docket No. QF91-59-003 (Order Granting Application for
Recertification as a Qualifying Small Power Production Facility, June 30, 1997); Victory Garden
Phase IV Partnership, FERC Docket No. QF-90-43-002 (Order Granting Application for
Recertification as a Qualifying Small Power Production Facility, June 30, 1997). In each of these
cases, the determination to grant the application was made by FERC’s Director of the Division of
Opinions and Corporate Applications, acting under authority delegated from the Commission.
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never probed the salient question of who controlled RADR,? for instance, and Committee staff
could find no reference suggesting that FERC either knew or cared that Enron was not treating
the “sale” of these facilities as a sale on its own books.

Rather, in its orders granting the wind farms QF status, FERC is conclusory in its
analysis, largely parroting back Enron’s representations without further scrutiny. Thus, with
respect to the additional moneys Enron would receive from the wind farms’ lease payments and
from operations, maintenance and consulting fees to Enron affiliates, FERC unquestioningly
accepts that because Enron and RADR each formally have 50% control over the facility and the
agreements therefore theoretically could not be entered into without RADR’s assent, that these
fee agreements should be presumed to have resulted from “arm’s-length” negotiations. Because
FERC viewed these transactions as done at arm’s length, moreover, it determined that, in
accordance with its ordinary practice, these additional fees, as well as the money Enron will
receive from the loan it is providing to RADR, should not be counted as part of Enron’s share of
the “stream of benefits” from the facility. At no point did FERC question why, where there is
formally equal control, all the benefits would appear to accrue to one party nor did FERC see the
extent of these benefits as possible evidence that this was in fact not an arm’s-length transaction.
Overall, FERC appears to have been far more concerned with the form, rather than the substance,
of these transactions.

Had FERC probed these transactions, it would have been difficult for it to certify that
these transactions met the QF ownership test. In fact, the transactions appear to have been sham
sales.

b. Wind Farm Repurchases

In 2000-2001, Enron reacquired a majority interest in a number of QF facilities, including
the three RADR projects as well as at least two others. In each of these cases, Enron filed a
“self-recertification” with FERC informing it of the change in ownership and asserting that that
facility — though now majority or entirely owned by a utility holding company — maintained its
eligibility for QF status.*

3 Tn its applications to FERC, Enron represents only that the managing partner of RADR
is owned by three individuals, who are left unidentified.

32 Notice of Self-Recertification of Qualifying Facility Status for Smail Power Production
Facility, Zond Windsystems Holding Co., Docket No. QF87-365-004 (filed August 3, 2000);
Notice of Self-Recertification of Qualifying Facility Status for Small Power Production Facility,
Sky River Partnership, Docket No. QF91-59-004 (filed August 3, 2000); Notice of Self-
Recertification of Qualifying Facility Status for Small Power Production Facility, Victory Garden
Phase IV Partnership, Docket No. QF90-43-003 (filed August 3, 2000); Notice of Self-
Recertification of Qualifying Facility Status for Small Power Production Facility, Cabazon

(continued...)
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Enron based its self-recertification on FERC regulations issued pursuant to PURPA that
provide an exception to the utility ownership limitations for QFs for utility holding companies
that are exempt “by rule or order” pursuant to section 3(a)(3) or 3(a)(5) of PUHCA.® FERC’s
practice, moreover, is to treat a company’s “good faith” application to the SEC for an exemption
under these sections of PUHCA — unless and until it is denied by the SEC — to be sufficient to
qualify for this PURPA exception.* As Enron had recently filed such an exemption application
with the SEC,” the company asserted that it should be deemed exempt for purposes of the utility
ownership limitations.* In addition, Enron noted that it was in the process of selling PGE, its
sole electric utility subsidiary; once the sale was complete, Enron explained, it would no longer
be a utility holding company and so no longer subject to the QF ownership restrictions.”’

3(...continued)
Power Partners LLC, Docket No. QF95-186-004 (filed January 24, 2001); Notice of Self-
Recertification of Qualifying Facility Status for Small Power Production Facility, Victory Garden
Power Partners I LLC, Docket No. QF99-92-001 (filed January 24, 2001).

¥ 18 C.F.R. § 292.206(c)(1). These PUHCA sections provide that the SEC may exempt
from the requirements of PUHCA a company that is only “incidentally” a public utility holding
company and is primarily engaged in other businesses (15 U.S.C. § 79¢(a)(3)) or a company that
“derives no material part of its income” from companies the principal business of which is that of
a public utility company (15 U:S.C. § 79c(a)(5)).

3* See Doswell Limited Partnership and Diamon Energy, Inc., 56 FER.C. 61,170
(1997). FERC based this policy on an analogous provision in PUHCA, which provides that the
filing of an application in good faith shall exempt the applicant from any obligation imposed
under PUHCA. See 15 U.S.C. § 79¢(c).

35 Enron Corp. Form U-1, Application under the Public Utility Company Holding Act,
SEC File No. 70-9661 (April 14, 2000).

% Notice of Self-Recertification of Qualifying Facility Status for Small Power Production
Facility, Zond Windsystems Holding Co., Docket No. QF87-365-004 (filed August 3, 2000);
Notice of Self-Recertification of Qualifying Facility Status for Small Power Production Facility,
Sky River Partnership, Docket No. QF91-59-004 (filed August 3, 2000); Notice of Self-
Recertification of Qualifying Facility Status for Small Power Production Facility, Victory Garden
Phase IV Partnership, Docket No. QF90-43-003 (filed August 3, 2000); Notice of Self-
Recertification of Qualifying Facility Status for Small Power Production Facility, Cabazon
Power Partners LLC, Docket No. QF95-186-004 (filed January 24, 2001); Notice of Self-
Recertification of Qualifying Facility Status for Small Power Production Facility, Victory Garden
Power Partners I LLC, Docket No. QF99-92-001 (filed January 24, 2001).

7 1d.
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Because Enron proceeded by self-recertifications in these cases and the recertifications
were not initially subjected to challenge by an affected utility company, the self-recertifications
were, per FERC staff’s standard practice, left unreviewed.*®

FERC’s failure to review the self-recertifications was compounded by the SEC’s inaction
on Enron’s application for the PUHCA exemption. At the time it filed the application with the
SEC, Enron was already exempt from PUHCA on other grounds. From an SEC standpoint,
therefore, the further exemption request was unnecessary. Nonetheless, Enron made clear in its
application to the SEC that its purpose in applying for the additional PUHCA exemption was
solely to get out from under FERC’s QF ownership rules. Enron, moreover, strongly suggested
that it had no interest in the SEC’s ruling on the exemption application before the sale of PGE
was either completed or abandoned.*

The SEC to date has not ruled on Enron’s application for the PUHCA exemption,
although it recently announced it would hold a hearing on the matter.** Since the application was
initially filed, Enron’s intended sale of PGE was abandoned and a subsequent proposed sale to
another buyer also fell through; thus, Enron still owns PGE. Coupled with FERC’s lack of
review of the self-certifications, the net result of all this is that Enron’s mere application to the
SEC has allowed it to continue to avoid FERC’s QF utility ownership restrictions.

Throughout the two-and-half years that Enron’s exemption application has been pending
with the SEC, furthermore, neither FERC nor the SEC has questioned whether that application
was, or continues to be, in “good faith,” as FERC requires for it to serve as a basis for exemption

* In a meeting with Committee staff, one FERC staff member observed that, with respect
to self-certifications, the Commission does nothing other than to “put a number on a piece of

paper.”

¥ See Enron Corp. Form U-1, Application under the Public Utility Company Holding
Act, SEC File No. 70-9661 (April 14, 2000); Letter from Joanne C. Rutkowski, LeBoeuf, Lamb,
Greene & MacRae to Catherine A. Fisher, Assistant Director, Office of Public Utility Regulation,
Division of Investment Management, Securities and Exchange Commission, dated April 13,
2000. In a 2001 presentation to SEC staff, Enron asserted that “the SEC and Enron agreed to
delay pursuing a formal order on the Application pending the PGE sale.” Enron Corp.,
“Alternative PUHCA Exemption for QF Relief - SEC Staff Presentation,” July 27, 2001. In an
interview with Committee staff, SEC staff denied that there was such an agreement, but stated
that it was nonetheless their priority to complete the regulatory review of the PGE sale before
turning their attention to Enron’s exemption application.

® See Applications of Enron Corp. for Exemptions Under the Public Utility Holding
Company Act of 1935, SEC Administrative Proceeding File No. 3-10909 (Order Scheduling
Hearing, October 7, 2002). This announcement was made coincident with the release of the
Committee staff’s report on the SEC’s oversight of Enron.
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from ordinary QF ownership requirements. Indeed, each suggests this is the responsibility of the
other.”! According to their own accounts, at no point did either agency contact the other to
discuss the pending application.

Finally, outside prodding has done little to mitigate FERC’s disregard for ensuring that its
PURPA requirements are met. In March and April 2002, Southern California Edison (SoCalEd)
filed motions with the SEC and FERC, respectively, seeking to intervene in the agencies’
respective proceedings in these matters.” SoCalEd argued that Enron’s substantially changed
circumstances following its collapse rendered its application to the SEC for the PUHCA
exemption no longer in “good faith” (if it ever had been) and that, as a result, the validity of the
QF status of the relevant wind farms had been brought into question. Until the SEC recently
announced it was scheduling a hearing in this matter, neither agency had acted on SoCalEd’s
motions. In fact, not only did FERC not act on this application, FERC responded to SoCalEd by
letter informing the company that there was no pending proceeding in which to intervene, but
that if SoCalEd wished to have its motion treated as a “petition for declaratory order” and so
considered by the Commission, the company would need to submit a $16,000 filing fee.”® Only
after the Comrittee announced the instant hearing did FERC initiate an investigation into the
appropriate status of three of the wind farms.*

In sum, the failure of either agency to act vigilantly in these matters — with respect to the

41 In conversations with Committee staff, SEC staff asserted that the decision to relyona
good faith application was FERC’s and suggested that it was up to FERC to determine if the
application met that agency’s standards for good faith. FERC staff, for its part, argued that the
application was made to the SEC and that an atterapt by FERC to determine whether such an
application was in good faith before the SEC had a chance to rule on it would be preemptively
second guessing its sister agency’s decision.

2 Motion to Intervene and Opposition of Southern California Edison Company, Enron
Corp., SEC File No. 70-09661 (filed March 26, 2002); Motion to Intervene of Southern
California Edison Company, In re Victory Garden Power Partners I, LLC (FERC Docket No.
QF99.92), ZWHC LLC (FERC Docket No. QF87-365), Victory Garden Phase IV Partnership
(FERC Docket No. QF90-43), Sky River Partnership (FERC Docket No. QF91-59), and
Cabazon Power Partners LLC (Docket No. QF95-186) (filed April 3, 2002).

# Letter from Magalie R. Salas, Secretary, Federal Energy Regulatory Commission, to
James B. Woodruff, Esq., Senior Attomey, Southern California Edison Company, dated May 28,
2002.

* Investigation of Certain Enron-Affiliated QF s, FERC Docket No. EL03-17-000 (Order
Initiating Investigation and Hearing, issued October 24, 2002). FERC'’s investigation appears
only to encompass the RADR wind farms and not the at least two other QFs in which Enron
reacquired a majority interest.
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wind farms self-recertifications or the related PUHCA exemption application — left a regulatory
“black hole” that Enron has been able to exploit. It has enabled Enron to retain QF status for
projects which may not be eligible for it - and in so doing, permitted Enron to collect higher rates
than it may be legitimately entitled t0.*

3, Cabazon Transaction

In addition to the three RADR sales, Enron sought to transfer its ownership interest in
another wind farm project, Cabazon, apparently also in order to retain that project’s QF
eligibility. In contrast to the RADR wind farms, in the case of Cabazon, Enron did not file a
formal application for certification of QF status. Instead, on November 30, 1998, Enron (through
a subsidiary) submitted a self-recertification to FERC, asserting that it had transferred a 50%
ownership interest in the facility to The Nature Conservancy (TNC), a non-profit organization,
thereby complying with the utility ownership limitations.*® Approximately six weeks later,
Enron implicitly represented that it had reacquired this interest. In a self-recertification filed on
January 8, 1999, Enron claimed to now own 40% of the project and that the remaining 60%
interest was now owned by another outside party.* Just the previous day, Enron had represented
in yet another self-recertification for the same project that it and TINC each had a 50% ownership
interest.*®

45 SoCalEd estimates that from Tuly 1997 te April 2002, the wind farms at issue have
been able to collect as much as $176 million more than if they had not had QF status. E-mail
from Susan Kappelman, Southern California Edison Co. to David Berick, Professional Staff,
Senate Committee on Governmental Affairs, dated September 6, 2002. Committee staff has not
attempted to independently confirm this number nor have we been able to quantify other
financial benefits, such as tax credits and depreciation, that Enron may have received from its
ownership interests in these projects.

% Notice of Self-Recertification of Qualifying Facility Status for Small Power Production
Tacility, Zond Cabazon Development Corporation, FERC Docket No. QF95-186-001 (filed
November 30, 1998). 1t is not clear why Enron waited until a year after Enron acquired PGE and
thus became a utility holding company to make such a certification of ownership.

47 Notice of Self-Recertification of Qualifying Facility Status for Small Power Production
Facility, Zond Cabazon Development Corporation, FERC Docket No. QF95-186-003 (filed
January 8, 1999).

# Notice of Self-Recertification of Qualifying Facility Status for Small Power Production
Facility, Zond Cabazon Development Corporation, FERC Docket No. QF95-186-002 (filed
January 7, 1999).
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According to TNC, however, it never acquired an ownership interest in Cabazon.” On
November 18, 1998, Enron did assign TNC the rights to receive 50% of the net profits from the
Cabazon project.”® There is no indication, however, that Enron transferred any ownership
interest in, or any right of control over, the facility to TNC,* and according to TNC
representatives, TNC did not understand this assignment to be the transfer of an ownership stake
in Cabazon. Under FERC interpretation, the right to 50% of the stream of benefits from a
facility, without more, is insufficient to establish ownership for QF eligibility purposes.”™
Effective January §, 1999, Enron terminated the assignment agreement.53

The fact that Enron’s filings indicated that it was engaging in a series of ownership
changes with respect to the Cabazon QF, including an apparent year-end, short-term assignment
of ownership rights to a tax-exempt organization, should clearly have raised concemns with
FERC, had FERC staff so rmuch as examined the self-recertifications. Consistent with its policy
and practice, FERC, however, did not examine the self-recertifications, nor did it provide public
notice that the recertifications had even been filed. Consequently, it did not ask Enron for the
supporting details of the ownership arrangement (only an assertion of the ownership allocation
was made in the filings, with none of the underlying details reported or relevant documents
provided), nor did it contact TNC about the recertification. The result was that FERC missed
another opportunity to identify possible wrongdoing by Enron and to ensure that only legitimate
QFs were receiving the benefits of that designation.

* F-mail from Karen Berky, Director, Government Relations, The Nature Conservancy,
to David Berick, Professional Staff, Senate Committee on Governmental Affairs, dated
September 30, 2002.

% Assignment Agreement between Zond Cabazon Development Corporation and The
Nature Conservancy, dated November 18, 1998 (Enron document nos. EVE 1788500.0002 -
1788500.00006).

5 Indeed, the Assignment Agreement specifically provides that “[n]otwithstanding any
other provision of this Assignment, Assignee [TNC] is not a partner, joint venturer, alter ego,
manager, controlling person or other business associate or co-participant of any kind or nature
whatsoever of Assignor {Zond Cabazon Development Corp., an Enron subsidiary] and Assignee
does not intend to assume such status.” fd. at 5.

2 See Coso Energy Developers et al., 85 FER.C. 61,355 (Order Denying Applications
for Recertification as Qualifying Facilities, December 16, 1998)

3 Letter from John A. Lamb, Cabazon Power Partners LLC to Laurel Mayer, Esq., The
Nature Conservancy, dated January 11, 1999, (Enron document no. EVE 1788500.0001).
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B.  Enron Online

In October 1999, Enron launched an internet-based electronic trading platform, Enron
Online, to trade natural gas and electric power and, later, other commodities. Online energy
trading quickly became a significant portion of the energy trading market: in 2001, it was
estimated to account for approximately 38% of natural gas and 17% of electric power marketed
in the U.S.; at the time, these figures were projected to grow to 72% for natural gas and 45% for
electric power by 2005.>* Until Enron’s bankruptcy, Enron Online was widely acknowledged to
be the leading platform for such trading.

Despite these developments in online trading, FERC appears initially to have been largely
indifferent to their significance. It was not until May 2001 that FERC's General Counsel initiated
a staff-level inquiry into the status of electronic trading in the electric power and natural gas
markets, in general, and the role played by Enron Online, in particular. FERC staff were asked to
evaluate Enron Online’s dominant position in electronic trading in the energy industries and to
determine its impact on natural gas and electric markets. A report discussing these matters was
completed on August 16, 2001.%

The report found that, unlike some online trading platforms which operate as third-pasty,
"many-to-many" exchanges matching willing buyers and sellers, Enron Online operated as a
proprietary extension of Enron's trading units, including entities regulated by FERC. In other
words, in this so-called “one-to-many” exchange, an Enron trader was a party, either as a buyer
or seller, to every trade on Enron Online. Therefore, only Enron would know valuable
information about the actual volumes and prices transacted on its trading platform — and, of
course, how the prices charged in any particular transaction were set or how they compared to
those charged in other, similar transactions.

The report also observed that Enron Online simply served as a trading platform for other

# Memorandum from Marvin Rosenberg and Perry L. Brown, Economists, Office of
Markets, Tariffs and Rates; Kim G. Bruno, Attorey, Office of General Counsel; and Mary C.
Lauerman, Auditor, Office of the Executive Director to Kevin P. Madden, General Counsel;
Daniel L. Larcamp, Director, Office of Markets, Tariffs and Rates; Donald J. Gelinas, Associate
Director, Office of Markets, Tariffs and Rates; and John M. Delaware, Deputy Director, Office of
the Executive Director, Re: Inquiry into EnronOnline, August 16, 2001 (hereinafter “Enron
Online Report™) at 9 (citing Forrester Research, Inc., “Net Energy Hits Hypergrowth” April
2001).

5 Fnron Online Report, note 54, above. On May 14, 2002, Chairman Lieberman wrote
to FERC Chairman Pat Wood to express concern about a number of issues raised by this FERC
staff report. Chairman Wood responded with a letter to Chairman Lieberman on May 28, 2002.
The instant memo reviews the problems identified in Chairman Lieberman’s May 14 letter,
supplemented by additional information that has since become available.
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Enron subsidiaries, shouldering no financial risk on its own. In other words, the financial risk of
all the trades conducted through Enron Online remained with these other subsidiaries. This
meant the solvency of Enron as a whole was important to the viability of Enron Online and to
Enron’s trading activity.

With that observation in mind, the report asked whether financial problems at Enron
would threaten the energy markets. The report answered the question in two ways. First, it
concluded that Enron did not have sufficient market share to disrupt the energy market if it
failed. According to the report, Enron accounted for 16 percent of gas trading and 13 percent of
electric power trading in North America, with the majority of Enron’s trading transacted through
Enron Online. In the report’s view, the energy market could continue functioning smoothly
absent Enron’s market share. Second, the report concluded that, in any event, the chance of
Enron failing financially was remote. The report provided little support for this conclusion.

Finally, the report found that Enron Online gave a competitive advantage to Enron’s own
trading units by reducing their transaction costs, giving them wider access to the market, and
providing them better market intelligence, but concluded that there was no reason for concern.

In short, though the report identified 2 number of areas that ought to have troubled FERC
as the federal government’s lead energy regulator, it found no reason for concern and no cause
for action, This was a critical mistake.

First, though FERC staff identified the potential risk inherent in (a) a trading model that
exposed the corporation to very large financial risks, and (b) the company’s dependence on its
corporate credit worthiness to maintain its trading capability and to fulfill its trading
commitments, FERC staff failed to take the logical next step to thoroughly understand the
significance of this finding. Instead, they conducted only a cursory analysis of Enron’s financial
standing, concluding that Enron was unlikely to fail as a result of overextending credit to its
trading customers. This was obviously a mistake; although the scenario imagined in the report
did not come to pass, in fact Enron was financially unstable, and within a few months, had
collapsed completely.

Second, the analysis that led to the conclusion that Enron’s market share was insufficient
to negatively impact the market in the event of the company’s failure was far too cursory. The
report based its conclusion upon limited industry-supplied data that looked only at the national
picture. FERC should have based its conclusion on more thorough data from regional markets,
where market concentration would likely have been of greater concern. Moreover, although
Enron’s failure did not result in major short-term disruptions of energy markets, FERC failed to
foresee the broader market effect of Enron’s collapse.” In Enron’s wake, the entire energy trading
sector has suffered significant financial distress. As Standard & Poor’s (S&P) observed in a
recent evaluation of the U.S. utility industry, “{tthe general weakening of credit quality in the
U.S. power industry began well before the California and Enron Corp. debacles of 2001, but it
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has certainly been exacerbated by them.”™® In the first six months of 2002, S&P reported “an
unprecedented 78 downgrades among holding companies and operating subsidiaries.””

Third, while FERC staff concluded that the Commission need not worry about the
competitive advantage that Enron Online provided to Enron traders, there is now evidence that
Enron in fact likely exploited this advantage to manipulate prices, particularly in Califoraia and
the Western markets. Much of this evidence is set out in FERC’s own post-mortem investigation
of energy company activities during the Western energy crisis of 2000-2001, an “initial report”
issued in August 2002.% One of the key advantages apparently misused by Enron was one
identified in the 2001 Enron Online report — the enhanced “market intelligence” available to it
through Enron Online, that is, the ability to see the details of the individual trades going on
behind the scenes, while competitors were limited to the summary results posted online. For
example, FERC staff’s 2002 report on the Western energy markets describes one case where
Enron and an unidentified counterparty made 174 trades with each other on Enron Online in a
single day for natural gas being delivered into the California market at the height of the energy
crisis.” Other users of Earon Online, however, could only see the bid and ask prices for these
transactions; they could not see that the same parties were involved in all of these trades. The net
effect of these trades ~ which, the FERC staff report notes, took place at higher prices than trades
with other parties — was to increase the price throughout the day. Though FERC staff stopped
short of affirmatively concluding that Enron was attempting to use Enron Online to manipulate
market data, it found in its 2002 report that the level of trading activity was “difficult to
rationalize as normal or standard business practice.”® In short, the 2001 staff inquiry concluded
that there was no reason for concern about Enron Online’s competitive advaniage; the 2002
initial investigation report reaches the opposite conclusion.

The effect of any sach price manipulation was magnified, furthermore, by another
characteristic of Enron Online {(also identified by FERC staff in its 2001 Enron Ounline report) —
its use as a significant, but unverifiable, source of price discovery for other market participants.

3¢ S&P, “Credit Quality for U.S. Utilities Continues Negative Trend in Second Quarter,”
July 12, 2002.

7 1d.

5% Staff of the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission, “Initial Report on Company-

* Specific Separate Proceedings and Generic Reevaluations; Published Natural Gas Price Data; and
Enron Trading Strategies. Fact-Finding Investigation of Potential Manipulation of Electric and
Natural Gas Prices,” Docket No. PA02-2-000, August 2002 (hereinafter, “Initial Report on the
Western Energy Markets™)

* 1d. at 53.

® 1d. at 54.
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That is to say, energy traders throughout the industry routinely relied on Enron Online to find out
current market prices. Indeed, FERC staff, in its 2002 report on the Western energy markets,
found that Enron Online had “played [] a significant, even a dominant, source of price discovery
for natural gas products” in the California market.®? Moreover, Enron Online’s reported prices
were a significant component of industry price indices published by third parties.”* Thus, the
effect of any price manipulation by Enron through Earon Online would be compounded as the
inflated prices infected these supposedly independent reports as well. Enron Online’s lack of
price transparency and the potential therefore for price manipulation were noted in the 2001
Enron Online report; indeed, FERC staff recommended that, if requested, the Commission
should not approve a price index based on Enron Online transactions unless more detailed
transaction information was made publicly available.® Despite highlighting these issues,
however, FERC took no further action to investigate whether Enron was manipulating prices or
otherwise abusing the advantages with which Enron Online provided it.%

Fourth, FERC staff failed to follow up on many of the issues raised by the report.
Particularly troubling, given the concerns identified in the report related to Enron's financial risk,
it appears that there was never any formal process established within FERC for monitoring the
financial status of Enron — North America's largest energy trader — not even following the
unexpected resignation of Enron CEO Jeffery Skilling on August 14, 2001. This was a key red
flag that occurred just days before the final report was transmitted to FERC managers and, along
with news reports about some of Enron’s questionable financial practices, helped persuade staff

' Id at 51.

% EERC staff’s Initial Report on the Western Energy Markets notes that in response to
agency staff requests to National Gas Intelligence (NGI), NGI reported that a number of its
sources relied on Enron Online as their primary price discovery mechanism, even by traders who
did not transact on Enron Online. See id. at 52.

% Enron Online Report at 15-16.

& The apparent distortion of published price indices by data from Enron does not appear
to be an isolated problem. In the past month, three other energy trading companies — Dynegy,
American Electric Power, and Williams Cos. — have publicly disclosed that their traders provided
inaccurate information to energy industry publications that compile and publish price indices.
See Chip Cummins, “Williams Traders Gave False Data,” Wall Street Journal, October 28,
2002; “AEP Dismisses Five for Providing Inaccurate Market Data for Indexes,” AEP Press
Release, October 9, 2002; “Dynegy Dismisses Six Employees, Will Discipline Seven Others for
Violations of Company Policies,” Dynegy Press Release, October 18, 2002; “Williams Discloses
Natural Gas Trade Reporting Inaccuracies,” Williams Cos. Press Release, October 25, 2002.
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at the SEC to begin that agency's investigation into Enron's financial condition.” Even once the
full magnitude of Enron's financial problems began to take shape in mid-October following
Enron's restatement of earnings and public confirmation of the SEC's investigation of the
company, there appears to have been no formal effort within FERC to monitor the financial
condition of the company or assess possible market impacts. FERC even failed to follow the
recommendation made in the staff’s August 16, 2001 report that the team that prepared it
continue to monitor effectively developments at Enron Online and other electronic trading
platforms. There was no effort made at the agency to ensure that this recommendation was
heeded.

The significance of FERC’s failures to pay more aitention to Enron’s financial condition
is underscored by the agency’s reaction, late last year, to news of Enron’s collapse. When
Enron's demise became evident in November 2001, FERC officials were apparently troubled
enough about the potential impacts of the collapse on the energy market — the very concern
dismissed in their August report — to raise these matters with representatives of the Federal
Reserve, the White House National Economic Council, and Enron itself.%

Amnother very troubling facet of the August 2001 report is that it was not distributed to any
of FERC’s commissioners prior to, or during, Enron’s collapse to inform their decision-making,
and it is unclear at what point any of the information contained in the report may have been
providedto the Commission. Thus, a report that might have served as a wamning wound up being
little more than a footnote in the story of Enron's collapse. Moreover, at the same time the report
was being prepared, the Commission was debating the appropriate methodology to calculate
refunds to consumers in California and the Western markets. The methodology.adopted relies, in
part, on the energy prices reported in certain public indices.”” Had the Commission been given

 Report of the Staff of the Senate Committee on Governmental Affairs on “Financial
Oversight of Enron: The SEC and Private-Sector Watchdogs,” S. Prt. 107-75 (October 7, 2002)
at 28,

% See Letter from Pat Wood, IIf, Chairman, FERC to the Honorable Joseph L. Lieberman,
Chairman, Committee on Governmental Affairs, dated April 12, 2002 (listing telephone
conversations between Rob Gramlich from the Office of the Chairman of FERC to the White
House National Economic Council and the Federal Reserve Board of San Francisco); Letter from
Pat Wood, I, Chairman, FERC to the Honorable Joseph I Lieberman, Chairman, Committee on
Governmental Affairs, dated March 4, 2002, (response to question 3(a), at 188) (noting that there
were multiple communications between FERC and Enron, including a communication between
William Scott Miller of FERC’s Office of Markets, Tarriffs and Rates and Rick Shapiro of the
Enron Cormp.).

% San Diego Gas & Electric Co. v. Sellers of Energy and Ancillary Service, 96 FER.C.
61,120, 61,518 (Order Establishing Evidentiary Hearing Procedures, Granting Rehearing in Part,
(continued...)
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the information uncovered by staff, it could have learned the important fact that the prices
reported in such indices were potentially unreliable and subject to manipulation.®®

Finally, in examining new online markets such as Enron Online, FERC initially did not
even bother to address a critical but unresolved question — whether the Commission had
jurisdiction over such online trading platforms — even though it was generally understood by
FERC staff that electronic platforms such as Enron Online were expected to become the
dominant way in which both electricity and natural gas were traded. At the time of the Enron
Online inquiry, an accompanying legal memorandum analyzing FERC's jurisdiction over online
trading, including Enron Online, was to have been prepared. The memorandum, however, was
not completed until July 2002; in fact, nothing was done about finishing it until Chairman
Lieberman raised questions about it in his May 15, 2002 letter to Chairman Wood. Ultimately,
FERC staft concluded that the Commission likely had jurisdiction over one-to-many type trading
platforms for physical electric energy.* Without completing its jurisdictional analysis, however,
FERC was poorly positioned to take any action with respect to abusive practices by Enron
Online.

7(...continued)
and Denying Rehearing in Part, issued July 25, 2001) (adopting the recommendation to “use
daily spot gas prices” based on the average of spot prices as reported by Gas Daily, NGI's Daily
Gas Price index and Inside FERC’s Gas Market Report, in calculating refunds).

% This was not the only instance where the Commissioners may not have been given
information relevant to the refund proceeding. In July 2001, FERC’s Chief Accountant prepared
a memorandum describing the findings of a staff audit to determine whether the books and
records of power companies selling power in California inappropriately reflected the cost of
generating electric power. The memo noted that “our initial work disclosed various preliminary
observations about the costs of generating electricity that may be useful to Commission staff
involved in the refund negotiations for overcharges by numerous sellers of energy into the State
of California.” Memorandum from John M. Delaware, Deputy Executive Director and Chief
Accountant to Walter C. Ferguson, Chief of Staff, Daniel L. Larcamp, Director, Office of
Markets, Tariffs and Rates, and Kevin P. Madden, General Counsel on “Audit of the Component
Costs of Generating Electric Power,” undated, at 1 (FERC staff informed Committee staff that
the memo was prepared on July 20, 2001). The memo was addressed to the Chief of Staff,
FERC’s General Counsel, and the Director of the Office of Markets, Tariffs and Rates, but was
apparently neither formally submitted to the Commission nor relied upon by the Commission in
its initial determination on a refund methodology.

® Memorandum from Dennis Lane, Solicitor, Larry Gasteiger, Beth Pacella, and Laura
Vallance, through Cynthia Marlette, General Counsel, to the Commission, re: The Commission’s
Legal Authority to Regulate “One-To-Many” Internet-Based Trading of Energy Products, July
24, 2002.
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Completion of this analysis would also have been useful in clarifying the jurisdictional
houndaries between FERC and the Commodity Futures Trading Commission (CFTC) regarding
energy trading activities and products, including online trading, and to better define the two
agencies' respective market monitoring responsibilities in these developing markets. CFTC does
not have general regulatory authority over a one-to-many trading platform such as Enron
Online,” but it does have authority to take action against certain fraudulent or manipulative
trading practices.” Thus, both FERC and CFTC have at least some regulatory responsibility for
online energy trading. Yet, until after Enron filed for bankruptcy, there were no meaningful
discussions between the two agencies to identify and coordinate their respective roles in
overseeing these sorts of trading platforms, apart from some FERC staff visits to CFTC to
educate themselves about the regulation of commodity markets in general.

The jurisdictional analysis was also important to clarify FERC’s authority in the face of
Enron’s apparent determination to avoid regulation of Enron Online and exploit the regulatory
gap between FERC and CFTC. The company asserted to FERC that its online trading
operations were already subject to “federal oversight” by FERC and CFTC, and an internal
memo titled “Talking Points addressing Common Misperceptions” suggested the talking point
“There is no regulatory gap.”™ In fact, however, Enron acknowledged only very limited
jurisdiction by either agency over its online trading. A November 2001 internal Enron
Government Affairs Department document lists as a cuzrent activity “Preserve EnronOnline’s
unregulated status,”™ and a July 2001 internal Enron memo — written contemporaneously with
FERC’s investigation into Enron Online — speaks of Enron’s “strategy to defend regulatory
structuring surrounding EOL [Enron Online] and EOL products.”™ Thus, an earlier assertion of
jurisdiction may have made clear to Enron that its electronic trading was in fact subject to FERC
oversight.

Enron Online and other electronic trading platforms are precisely the sort of emerging
market institutions that one would expect FERC to anticipate, understand, monitor and address as
it moved to deregulate energy markets. Even though FERC eventually initiated an inquiry
examining such trading platforms ~ suggesting some level of concern within the agency about

7 U.S.C. § 2(h)(1).
1 70.8.C. 88 2((2)B) and 2((2XC).

™ Enron Corp., “Electronic Platforms and Energy Trading, Talking Points addressing
Common Misperceptions, undated (Enron document nos. EC 000124057-124065), at 3.

" Enron Corp., “Enron Government Affairs,” November 2001 (Enron document nos. EC
(00124004-000124010), at 3.

" Enron Corp., “Update on Federal Government Affairs Energy Crisis Campaign,” July
27, 2001 (Enron document no. ECp000060512).
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their growing influence — and found that, in fact, the use of online trading platforms and their
trading volume were expected to grow dramatically, the agency failed to give these mechanisms
the scrutiny they deserve. It is particularly troubling that FERC identified so many red flags —
about the financial risks inherent in a one-to-many trading model, about the potential for price
manipulation in such a system — and yet, underestimating or misunderstanding their significance,
did not take action on any of them. And it is indicative of FERC’s failure to live up to its
responsibilities that it did not even finish its legal analysis of the scope of its jurisdiction over
these new fast-growing electronic markets until prodded by Chairman Lieberman. Had FERC
followed up on its observations, continued to closely monitor Enron and asserted its authority
over Enron Online, it might have stopped some of Enron’s abusive practices, lessened the harm
to energy consumers, and prevented the substantial effects on the energy sector as a whole.

C. Affiliate Transactions

Whenever a company conducts fransactions among its own affiliates there are inherent
issues about the faimess and motivations of such transactions.” Indeed, concerns about self-
serving affiliate transactions were part of what led to the original passage of PUHCA and the
FPA in the 1930's.”* Among Enron’s dubious practices, the company on various occasions
appears to have improperly used transactions with its affiliates to further its own financial ends.
FERC, however, either had no rules or inadequate rules to address these practices, or, where it
had put rules into place, no cffective means of monitoring whether companies such as Enron
were complying with them.

There are a number of ways in which FERC-administered rules and policies attempt to
discourage improper interaffiliate transactions. Most basic, there is the requirement that entities
within FERC’s jurisdiction may charge only “just and reasonable rates.” Were a company whose
rates are set in whole or part by FERC — like Enron’s natural gas pipeline subsidiaries — to
imprudently enter into an unfavorable transaction with an affiliate, the company would not, in
principle, be able to collect the additional costs associated with that transaction, because rates
based on such costs would not be reasonable.”” In addition, FERC, pursuant to statute, has
issued rules for “Uniform Systems of Accounts” for electric utilities, natural gas companies and

5 One concern is that where one affiliate in a transaction has captive customers, a one-
sided deal between affiliates can saddle those customers with additional financial burdens.
Another concern is that one affiliate will treat apother with favoritism at the expense of other
companies or in ways detrimental to the market as a whole.

" See, e.g., 15 U.S.C. § 79a(b)(2) (setting forth the legislative basis for PUHCA,
including that investors and consumers may be adversely affected “when subsidiary public-utility
companies are subjected to excessive charges for services, construction work, equipment, and
materials, or enter into transactions in which evils result from an absence of arm's-length
bargaining or from restraint of free and independent competition™).

7 See Violet v. FERC, 800 F.2d 280, 282 (1 Cir. 1986).
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oil pipelines that require these companies to maintain detailed accounting records, including
information concerning loans and other transfers between jurisdictional entities and their
affiliates.” Such records are subject to FERC inspection and review, presumably a deterrent to
improper interaffiliate financial transactions.” Most specifically directed at the potential
problems of interaffiliate transactions are FERC’s “standards of conduct” that apply to
companies engaged in inferstate electricity or natural gas transmission. The standards of conduct
are designed to prevent electric utility companies or gas pipelines, which often exercise
monopoly or near-monopoly control over transmission in a given geographic area, from offering
to sell and transmit electricity and natural gas to or for their affiliates except to the same extent
and under the same terms that the deals are offered to others. Among other things, the standards
of conduct require generally that employees involved in the transmission of electricity or natural
gas must function independently of those engaged in the wholesale trading of these
commodities.®

All in all, however, such measures are relatively modest and apparently proved
completely inadequate to deter Enron, as the company now appears to have engaged in 2 number
of inappropriate interaffiliate transactions. Perhaps most notable of these interaffiliate
transactions are loans that two of Enron’s natural gas pipeline subsidiaries obtained for their
parent company last November. Specifically, on November 1, 2001, as Enron struggled to avoid
bankruptcy, the company announced that JP Morgan Chase & Co. and Citigroup Inc. had

™ 18 C.RR. Parts 101 (electric utilities), 201 (natural gas companies), and 352 (oil
pipelines). The relevant statutes require these companies to keep financial accounts, records and
memoranda such as may be prescribed by the Commission as necessary or appropriate. 16
T.S.C. § 825(a) (Federal Power Act); 15 U.S.C. 717(g) (Natural Gas Act); 49 App. U.S.C. 20
{Interstate Commerce Act).

16 U.S.C. § 825(a); 15 US.C. 717(g); 49 App. U.S.C. 20

% 18 C.E.R. Part 37 (standards of conduct for electric utilities); 18 C.E.R. Part 161
(standards of conduct for natural gas companies). The Commission has recently proposed a
single, new set of standards of conduct that would apply to both natural gas pipelines and electric
utilities and would broaden the affiliate relationships covered by the standards. Standards of
Conduct for Transmission Providers, 66 Fed. Reg. 50919 (Notice of Proposed Rulemaking,
October 5, 2001). Though not a codified requirernent, individual companies typically also have
“codes of conduct” that govern the relationship between the company’s power marketing anm and
its traditional public utility affiliates. See, e.g., Heartland Energy Services, Inc., 68 FER.C.
61,223, 62,064-65 (1994) (describing the actions the company, as a condition of it being granted
the authority to charge market-based rates, has agreed to take in order to prevent “affiliate
abuse™).
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committed to loan it a total of $1 billion.®' The loans were actually made to two of Enron’s
FERC-regulated, interstate pipeline subsidiaries — Northern Natural Gas Company ($450 million)
and Transwestern Pipeline Comparny ($550 million) — and were secured by the assets of those
pipeline companies. The vast majority of these loan proceeds were subsequently transferred to
Enron in the form of unsecured loans from the pipelines to their parent company.*® After Enron
declared bankruptey a few weeks later, it made no payments on these loans, and the pipeline
companies (which did not file for bankruptcy) were left to pay off the entire amount of the
obligations to the banks — a matter of concern because ordinarily such costs would be passed on
to shippers who use the pipelines, and ultimately to retail natural gas customers.

In March 2002, FERC began a nonpublic investigation relating, in part, to these
transactions and related financial practices,® and on August 1, 2002, issued an Order to Respond
to Northern Natural and Transwestern, directing those companies to “state why they have not
violated the Commission’s Uniform System of Accounts for natural gas companies, and why the
costs and indebtedness associated with [the November loans] were not imprudently incurred and
therefore unrecoverable by the pipelines in any future rate proceedings before [FERCL™ One of
the pipeline companies, Northern Natural (which is no longer owned by Enron), has entered into
a consent agreement with FERC and agreed not to include the costs associated with the

$1 “Enron Secures Commitments for Additional $1 Billion in Financing,” Enron Corp.
Press Release, November 1, 2001. The loans were made through the banks’ investment banking
arms, JPMorgan and Salomon Smith Barney Inc., respectively. A portion of the loan made by
Citigroup was used by Enron to pay off an earlier, unsecured loan from Citigroup, with the
apparent result that Citigroup was sble to replace its unsecured debt with secured debt shortly
before Enron’s bankruptcy. See In re Investigation of Certain Financial Data, FERC Docket No.
IN02-6-000 (Order to Respond, issued August 1, 2002) at 3.

# Transwestern and Northemn Natural provided the loans to Enron in exchange for
promissory notes that stated they were subordinated to prior payment of all senior indebtedness
upon the dissolution, liquidation, or reorganization of Enron. See In re nvestigation of Certain
Financial Data, FERC Docket No. IN02-6-000 (Order to Respond, issued August 1, 2002), The
loans transactions with Transwestern was entered into November 13, 2001; the transaction with
Northern Natural was entered into November 19, 2001.

8 Specifically, the investigation was regarding “financial data related to transactions,
activities and accounting practices that may have impaired the financial condition of entities
subject to the Commission’s jurisdiction for the benefit of corporate parents or other affiliates or
associated entities of jurisdictional companies.” See In re Investigation of Certain Financial
Data, FERC Docket No. IN02-6-00 (Order to Respond, Issued August 1, 2002) at 2.

8 In re Investigation of Certain Financial Data, FERC Docket No. IN02-6-00 (Order to
Respond, Issued August 1, 2002), at 1.
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controversial loan in any future rate proceedings;® the other, Transwestern, continues to dispute
FERC’s allegations, arguing that the loans were in fact prudent given the facts known at the
time

In addition to these enormous loans, there is preliminary evidence suggesting that Enron
may have engaged in a more extensive practice of exploiting the cash generating powers of its
pipeline subsidiaries. Documents prepared by JP Morgan Chase in connection with its
consideration of the November pipelines loans note that “for years, cash from the pipelines has
been used to support operations at Enron Corp.”’ At minimum, accounting practices by Enron’s
pipeline subsidiaries leave open questions about the nature of Enron’s interaffiliate transactions.
The pipeline companies, as well as certain other Enron subsidiaries regulated by FERC, had
“cash management agreements” with Enron, whereby, at the end of each day, all remaining cash
at the subsidiaries was transferred to Enron, which held and invested it; the subsidiaries
themselves maintained no cash reserves. This cash management practice is not unique to
Enron.® Nonetheless, Enron appears to have made more extensive use of it than did other energy
companies. Information provided by FERC reveals that the amounts transferred by Enron-owned
pipeline companies to Enron in 2000 was substantially greater than the amounts transferred by
subsidiaries owned by others in the industry to their parents.* Moreover, the amount transferred

8 In re Investigation of Certain Financial Data, FERC Docket No. IN02-6-00 (Order
Approving Stipulation and Consent Agreement, issued August 8, 2002).

8 Response of Transwestern Pipeline Company, In re Investigation of Certain Financial
Data, FERC Docket No. IN02-6-00 (filed September 3, 2002).

87 JP Morgan Global Syndicated Finance, “Structuring Summary, Project
Bluehorseshoe,” September 17, 2002, at 3.

¥ Such cash management practices can provide benefits, such as ensuring that money
from all affiliates are invested rather than sitting idle. They also have risks, however: funds
swept into a parent’s account typically become the property of the parent and the subsidiary loses
all legal interest in those funds. As became apparent in the case of Enron, this arrangement ¢an
be particularly problematic when one of the companies files for bankruptcy. See Regulation of
Cash Management Practices, 67 Fed. Reg. 51150, 51151 (Notice of Proposed Rulemaking,
August 7, 2002).

¥ According to data made available by FERC to Committee staff, Enron-affiliated gas
pipeline companies in 2000 had an average balance in their Accounts 146 — accounts used to
record recetvables from associated companies — of approximately $195 million, while non-Enron
pipelines had an average Account 146 balance of slightly over $6 million. “Account 146
(Accounts Receivable from Associated Companies) balances as of year end,” table prepared by
FERC staff.
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by Enron subsidiaries itself grew sharply from 1997 to 2000.%°

In investigating the cash management practices of Enron and others in the industry, FERC
found that the records kept were often inadequate to enable a clear understanding of the
companies’ financial practices, including, for example, whether and to what extent the parent
companies were paying interest to the subsidiaries on the moneys that had been transferred to the
parent.” With respect to Enron, FERC has alleged that its pipeline subsidiaries did not even
have written agreements with Enron governing their cash management practices.” As a result of
its investigation, FERC recently proposed to amend its rules governing the Uniform Systems of
Accounts to mandate changes in how cash management agreements are administered and
reported. FERC’s proposal would also limit the amount of funds that can be swept from 2
subsidiary subject to FERC’s jurisdiction 1o a parent company; under the proposed rules,
subsidiaries would have to maintain at least 30% of their capital in their own accounts.®

In addition to possibly exploiting its pipelines to boost its own financial position, it
appears that Enron also used another affiliate, Portland General Electric (PGE), to engage in
improper transactions affecting the California power market.

On May 22, 2002, PGE responded to a FERC request that participants in the California
and Western markets document whether they had engaged in alleged abusive trading practices.”
This request was made as part of the Commission’s on-going investigation into Enron’s trading
practices in the California market. While stating in its response that it “does not believe that it
has engaged in the strategy contemplated in the Enron memoranda or by the Commission’s

* The average Account 146 balance for Enron-affiliated gas pipelines companies
increased from approximately $44 million in 1997 to approximately $195 million in 2000.
“Account 146 (Accounts Receivable from Associated Companies) balances as of year end,” table
prepared by FERC staff,

! Regulation of Cash Management Practices, 67 Fed. Reg. 51150, 511152 (Notice of
Proposed Rulemaking, August 7, 2002). '

% In re Investigation of Certain Financial Data, FERC Docket No, IN02-6-000 (Order to
Respond, issued August 1, 2002) at 4. Transwestern has disputed these allegations. See
Response of Transwestern Pipeline Company, In re Investigation of Certain Financial Data,
FERC Docket No. IN02-6-000 (filed September 3, 2002) at 23-28.

# Regulation of Cash Management Practices, 67 Fed. Reg. 51150, 51151 (Notice of
Proposed Rulemaking, Aogust 7, 2002).

# Response of Portland General Electric Company to the Commission’s May 8, 2002
Data Request and Request for Admissions, Fact-finding Investigation of Potential Manipulation
of Electric and Natural Gas Prices, FERC Docket No. PA02-2-000 (filed May 22, 2002).
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request for admission,” PGE nonetheless acknowledged that “some transactions conducted by
Portland General during 2000-2001 may have resulted in the company purchasing power from
the Cal PX [California Power Exchange] and reselling power from its portfolio of supplies at
prices higher than those paid to the Cal PX."%

As part of its response to the Commission, PGE also included transcripts of some of its
trading transactions, which include discussions of a series of transactions that PGE engaged in at
the request of Enron traders in the spring of 2000. The apparent purpose of some of these
transactions was to assist Enron in exporting power from California, with the intention of
reimporting it back to the state at a higher price. According to a legal analysis done in 1999 at
PGE’s request, Enron’s power marketing arm believed that they had found a “loophole in the
design of the new competitive marketplace in California which can be exploited to make a
profit. .. "¢ These transactions also included so-called “sleeve transactions,” where a third-
party is used to facilitate transactions between affiliates who are otherwise prohibited from
trading by FERC’s standards of conduct and the companies’ codes of conduct. In one of the
transcripts provided by Portland General, a power scheduler for Washington Water Power —
which served as a third party in one transaction — explained to his PGE counterpart that he was
« .. sleeving it [the power] just because you can’t buy it. They [Enron] can’t sell it to you.”’

The transcripts also suggest that some Portland General personnel may have been
uncomfortable with some of these transactions. For instance, one PGE employcee responsible for
scheduling power transmission, told another employee “I'll sure be glad when we’re sold and
they can’t pull this [expletive] anymore.”® Despite the scheduler’s stated concern, the
transactions she was discussing were processed.

% Id. at 6. For more on Enron’s allegedly abusive practices in the California market, sce
Subsection D, below,

% Memorandum from John Mass, LeBoeuf, Lamb, Greene & MacRae L.L.P., to File,
August 2, 1999, a 3; (Attachment I1.B.-133 to Response of Portland General Electric Company
to the Commission’s May 8, 2002 Data Request and Request for Admissions, Facr-finding
Investigation of Potential Manipulation of Electric and Natural Gas Prices, FERC Docket No.
PA02-2-000 (filed May 22, 2002)).

%7 Transcript of Portland Scheduling Calls, April 15, 2000, at 2 (Attachment IILB.~87 to
Response of Portland General Electric Company to the Commission’s May 8, 2002 Data Request
and Request for Admissions, Fact-finding Investigation of Potential Manipulation of Electric

- and Natural Gas Prices, FERC Docket No. PA02-2-000 (filed May 22, 2002)).

% Transcript of Scheduler Telephone Conversation, April 6, 2000, at 29 (Attachment
[1.B.-46 to Response of Portland General Electric Company to the Commission’s May 8, 2002
Data Request and Request for Admissions, Fact-finding Investigation of Potential Manipulation
of Electric and Natural Gas Prices, FERC Docket No. PA02-2-000 (filed May 22, 2002)).
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In August 2002, FERC opened formal investigations into questionable transactions in the
California energy markets between Enron and PGE and between Enron and others using PGE as
a middleman, looking at whether, among other things, the companies violated the Commission’s
standards of conduct; these investigations are ongoing.”

While it is a positive development that FERC is now investigating potential wrongdoing
concerning Enron’s interaffiliate transactions and seeking to strengthen some of the relevant
accounting rules, at the same time it is troubling that FERC failed to address these issues at an
earlier stage. In the case of the pipeline loans, the Commission seems to have been largely blind
to the possibility of financial chicanery in interaffiliate transactions. Despite periodic audits of
company accounts and records, FERC apparently did not fully appreciate the inadequacy of much
of the information being kept or the significance, for example, of latge interaffiliate financial
transfers, and such practices were not identified as problems warranting Commission action until
after Enron’s collapse.'® With respect to Enron’s transactions with PGE, FERC already has
rules restricting interaffiliate sales of power or power transmission capacity that apparently
prohibited these transactions. The Commission, however, has not developed the capacity to
monitor whether interaffiliate transactions are in fact taking place or the terms or circumstances
of those transactions. Unfortunately, it is not enough to simply set up the market rules; to fuliill
its mission FERC must understand what is actually happening in the market. Without doing so,
FERC is left to hope, but not to know, that the rules are being followed.

D. California/Western Market Trading and Marketing Abuses

Severe energy problems in California began in the spring of 2000, only two years after the
state’s energy deregulation plan was put into place. FERC had already received reports from
energy experts in California that raised concerns about the exercise of market power as far back

% portland General Electric Company et al., FERC Docket No. EL02-114-000 (Order
Initiating Investigation and Establishing Hearing Procedures and Refund Effective Date, issued
August 13, 2002); Avista Corporation et al., FERC Docket No. EL02-115-000 (Order Initiating
Investigation and Establishing Hearing Procedures and Refund Effective Date, issued August 13,
2002).

10 EERC staff had performed audits of Transwestern and Northern Natural in 2000 for
the years 1997-1998, for the limited purpose of validating the annual charges to be paid by the
pipeline companies to the agency (which were based on gas revenues). See Letter from John M.
Delaware, Deputy Executive Director and Chief Account, Office of the Executive Director,
FERC to Robert Chandler, Director, Accounting and Reporting, Transwestern Pipeline
Company, dated October 11, 2000; Leiter from John M. Delaware, Deputy Executive Director
and Chief Account, Office of the Executive Director, FERC to Robert Chandler, Director,
Accounting and Reporting, Northemn Natural Gas Company, dated October 11, 2000. In
addition, regulated companies must submit certain financial information annually to FERC,
including the amount of receivables from associated companies (so-called Account 146 data).

32



252

as 1998.1% The state’s investor-owned utilities placed the blame for the crisis on power sellers
and marketers who, they said, were unfairly manipulating the system to score tremendous profits.
The power marketers, on the other hand, pointed to flaws in the structure of the new California
system.

FERC staff investigated allegations of possible market abuses in the summer and fall of
2000. They concluded that power sellers had the potential to manipulate the power market, but
the Commission staff stated that there was no evidence to indicate whether any individual
company engaged in actual market abuse. In its response to the staff report, the Commission
agreed with this conclusion, stating: “While this record does not support findings of specific
exercises of market power, and while we are not able fo reach definite conclusions about the
actions of individual sellers, there is clear evidence that the California market structure and roles
provide the opportunity for sellers to exercise market power when supply is tight and can result
in unjust and unreasonable rates under the [Federal Power Act].”!%

The staff report suggested that further investigation was needed before determining
whether the power sellers and marketers did, in fact, manipulate the system.'® However, it took
15 months — until February 2002, after Enron had collapsed and questions were raised about its
business practices — before the Commission would order an investigation into the market
behavior of in¢ividual companies. Once begun, however, this preliminary investigation would
uncover evidence suggesting that some of the types of abuses that had been alleged to take place
in California did, in fact, occur,

In August 2002, Commission staff produced an interim investigative report that described
the manipulative trading practices that Enron’s traders and others had allegedly engaged in.'%
- Based on the findings of this report, the Commission is now conducting three formal
investigations to further review allegations that individual companies, including Enron,

101 Market Surveillance Committee of the California ISO, “Preliminary Report on
Operation of the Ancillary Services Markets of the California System Operator (ISO),” August
19, 1998; Market Monitoring Committee of the California Power Exchange, “Report on Market
Issues in the California Power Exchange Energy Markets,” August 17, 1998.

2 San Diego Gas & Electric Co. v. Sellers of Energy and Ancillary Services, 93
F.ER.C. 61,121, 61,350 (Market Order Proposing Remedies for California Wholesale Electric
Markets, issued November 1, 2000).

193 “Staff Report to the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission on Western Markets and
the Causes of the Summer 2000 Price Abnormalities,” FERC, November 1, 2000, at 5-16.

1% Tnitial Report on the Western Energy Markets, note 58, above.
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manipulated the California market."™ Last month, Timothy Belden — who headed Enron’s
Western trading desk — pled guilty to a charge of conspiracy to commit wire fraud based on
allegations that, from 1998 to 2001, he and others at Enron engaged in trading strategies designed
to maripulate energy prices in the California market.™

As noted earlier, we cannot say with certainty that an earlier investigation and more
aggressive activities by the Commission would have prevented Enron’s collapse. However,
because of the California power crisis in 2000 and early 2001, FERC specifically examined the
operation of those markets and was presented with the opportunity, if not the obligation, to
review Enron’s trading practices. An earlier examination by the Commission of the type of
practices engaged in by Earon could have led to an earlier investor and regulatory review of
Enron’s vaunted commodity trading business, and then to larger questions about its business
activities. This did not occur.

‘The fact that the Commission is only now investigating allegations of market abuse by
individual companies is deeply troubling, particularly for the many consumers who were
adversely affected by the California power crisis, Without the threat of timely enforcement by a
regulatory agency to hold market participants accountable, rules cannot serve their purpose as a
detesrent to abusive market action.

1. Power Crisis in California

In the late 1990s, California became one of the first states to deregulate its electricity
industry. As part of its deregulation plan, the State’s large investor-owned utilities (IOUs) were
required to divest themselves of large portions of their generating capacity.’”” Instead of
generating it themselves, the IOUs were required to purchase electricity on several complex
wholesale spot markets established by the California Power Exchange (PX) and the California
Independent System Operator (ISO). Through these markets, thousands of transactions were
conducted each day. Electricity was bought and sold for the “day-ahead” market, for the “same-
day” market, and for other electricity supply components, such as extra generating reserves.

1% Portland General Electric Company et al., FERC Docket No. EL02-114-000 (Order
Initiating Investigation and Establishing Hearing Procedures and Refund Effective Date, issued
August 13, 2002); Avista Corporation et al., FERC Docket No. EL02-115-008 (Order Initiating
Investigation and Establishing Hearing Procedures and Refund Effective Date, issued August 13,
2002); El Paso Electric Company et al., E1L02-113-000 (Order Initiating Investigation and
Establishing Hearing Procedures and Refund Effective Date, issued August 13, 2002).

1% Plea Agreement, United States v. Belden, No, CR 02-0313 MJJ (N.D. Cal. October
17, 2002); Information, United States v. Belden, No. CR 02-0313 (N.D. Cal. October 9, 2002).

107 The California IOUs retained their nuclear plants, and some other assets, but were
required to sell the electricity produced by these plants into spot markets established by the
California Power Exchange (PX).
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Once the I0Us purchased the electricity on the wholesale market, they could, in turn, deliver it to
their customers through the state-wide electric grid. The California deregulation plan also
established the ISO to operate this grid and to ensure that there was an adequate supply of
electricity to meet customers’ demands. When there was a shortage in the supply of electricity
relative to the demand on the California PX, the ISO would purchase additional energy. The
price the ISO would pay power sellers and marketers, such as Enron, for this additional energy
was capped when the power was purchased from in-state sources; when the ISO purchased from
out-of-state sources, however, there was no price cap.

In addition to wholesale price caps, California’s deregulation plan also required a freeze
on retail electricity rates. While this fieeze was often described as a “cap” on retail prices, it was
originally considered a minimum floor price that the IOU could charge its customers. This floor
price would allow the IOUs to recover the cost of investments, known as “stranded costs,” that
were made during their tenure as regulated monopolies. Retail rate freezes are common in
essentially all deregulation plans. In California’s case, the freeze stayed in effect until all of the
individual utilities’ stranded costs were recovered or until March 2002, whichever came first.
Consequently, when San Diego’s IOU recovered all of its stranded costs in 1999, retail rate
“caps” for the area were lifted. Rate caps remained in place for other consumers who were served
by IOUs that had not recovered all of their stranded costs.

The energy crisis in California began in the spring of 2000 when a power shortage in the
wholesale market increased the price of electricity that IOUs were purchasing on the California
PX. The absence of retail rate caps for the San Diego IOU meant that the additional costs on the
wholesale market could be transferred directly to its ratepayers. As a result, these ratepayers saw
their electric bills increase by 200 to 300 percent. However, consumers served by the other
California IOUs were not immediately affected by the wholesale price spikes. Their IOUs had
not fully recovered their stranded costs, and as such, were still operating under the retail price
caps. Because of these caps, the IOUs were not allowed to transfer their additional costs to
consumers. As a result, JOUs began losing large sums of money. One IOU was even forced into
bankruptey.

On June 28, 2000, the California ISO responded to the crisis by lowering the wholesale
price caps for power generated within the state and purchased by the ISO on its spot market. The
cap was reduced from $750 per megawatt hour to $500, and later $230, in an attempt to lower
how much the power sellers and marketers were charging the ISO and, in turn, reduce the rates
for consumers.'®

1% According to a presentation made by Southern California Edison to the Director of
FERC’s Office of Markets, Tariffs, and Rates (OTMR), the total cost of electricity for California
for the month of June 2000 even under the $750 cap was over $3.6 billion, roughly half of what
the state had spent for electricity for the entire year of 1999. Southern California Edison
Company, “Status of California Electricity Markets,” August 3, 2000.
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2. FERC’s Investigation of the California and Western Markets

As problems arose in 2000, there is a strong argument that the Commission — which had
jurisdiction over trades through the California PX and ISO because they involved wholesale sales
of electricity — should have shown greater concern based on previous reports it received of
possible anti-competitive behavior in the market.'” Certainly, problems in the California market
were not a new issue to FERC. For example, in an August 19, 1998 report to the ISO board that
was transmitted to FERC the same day, the Market Surveillance Committee for the PX found
that the market was not functioning in a competitive manner.''° Even more forcefully, in another
report to FERC from the same time period, the Market Monitoring Committee for the PX found
that “the current market problems are sufficiently severe that they call for short-term intervention
in the markets, such as price caps.”'!!

On July 26, 2000, FERC ordered its staff to investigate the five so-called “bulk power”
markets in the U.S. to examine how the electricity markets in different regions were functioning.
On August 23, 2000, FERC initiated a second, formal investigation in response to a complaint
filed by San Diego Gas & Electric pursuant to Section 206 of the Federal Power Act.!'? The
FERC Chairman also directed the staff to accelerate the portion of the bulk power investigation
relating to the California and Western markets so that it could be used to inform the

1% By contrast, the State of California was primarily responsible for overseeing retail
power sales. To the extent that the ISO had been delegated authority by FERC to set rate caps
for wholesale power, these caps only applied to in-state generators. It is alleged that Enron took
advantage of this situation by exporting power from California with the intention of re-importing
it back to the state. See Memorandum from Christian Yoder and Stephen Hall, Stoel Rivers LLP,
to Richard Sanders, re: Traders Strategies in the California Wholesale Power Markets/ISO
Sanctions, December 6, 2000, at 6-7. By doing so, the company could apparently avoid the price
caps that the ISO placed on California-generated power and receive higher payments for
electricity that appeared to be generated out-of-state. Only FERC had the authority to regulate
power imported from one state to another.

10 Market Surveillance Committee of the California ISO, “Preliminary Report on
Operation of the Ancillary Services Markets of the California System Operator (ISO),” August
19, 1998.

1 Market Monitoring Committee of the California Power Exchange, “Report on Market
Issues in the California Power Exchange Energy Markets,” August 17, 1998.

12 San Diego Gas & Electric Co. v. Sellers of Energy and Ancillary Services, 92
FER.C. 61,172 (Order Initiating Hearing Proceedings To Investigate Justness And
Reasonableness Of Rate Of Public Utility Sellers In California ISO and PX Markets And To
Investigate ISO and PX Tariffs, Contracts, Institutional Structures And Bylaws; And Providing
Further Guidance To California Entities, issued August 23, 2000).
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Commission’s decisions regarding the California market.!™®

On November 1, 2000, the FERC staff released its report on the California and Western
bulk power market and the causes of the summer 2000 electricity price spikes. The report, and
the subsequent changes proposed by the Commission, focused on the structural problems in the
California market, rather than on the specific actions of individual companies operating within
the market."*

The investigation leading up to the November 1 report was extremely limited in scope
and duration — the staff conducting the investigation was not even given subpoena authority, and
the investigation was completed in a very short period of time (roughly three months). Although
the Commission directed the staff to focus on California and the Western markets in its August
23, 2000 order, there does not in fact appear to have been any significant shift in investigative
priorities. Staff reports for all five bulk power regions, including the California/Western report,
were issued on the November 1, 2000 date originally established in July. In addition, key market
participants, observers and regulators, such as utility commissions in surrounding Western states
and the Bonneville Power Administration, were never interviewed even though the report
repeatedly acknowledges that the Western market is an interconnected, interdependent market."*

Because of the limited scope of their investigation, FERC staff did not pursue all of the
major potential problems that existed in the California market. Most notably, FERC staff failed
to fully address allegations of market manipulation by individual power selling companies
operating in California. For instance, FERC staff appears not to have given sufficient attention to
reports done by a variety of California sources regarding market behavior. On August 10, 2000,
for example, the Department of Market Analysis of the California ISO issued a report that
examined price spikes that had occurred in May - June 2000. The ISO report found that market
participants were exercising market power, stating “the observed market power was the
combined effect of the bidding activity of in-state and out-of-state generation resources.”''¢ An
even more detailed analysis of the California market was submitted to the Commission by the

13 “Commission Addresses California Electricity Markets, Orders Investigation,” FERC
Press Release, August 23, 2000; see also San Diego Gas & Electric Co. v. Sellers of Energy and
Ancillary Services, 92 FER.C. at 61,603.

114 “Staff Report to the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission on Western Markets and
the Causes of the Summer 2000 Price Abnormalities,” November 1, 2000.

5 Although the report lists entities with whom interviews were done, many of the listed
“interviews” were group meetings with FERC staff and not what Committee staff view as
investigative interviews.

16 Department of Market Analysis, California Independent System Operator, “Report on
California Energy Market Issues and Performance: May-June, 2000,” August 10, 2000, at 5.
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ISO on October 20, 2000.'Y7

As they acknowledge in their November 1, 2000 report, FERC staff was aware of such
“concerns” about market abuses, including the exporting of power out of California. They noted
that one of these concermns was “that generators exporting power were gaming the system in order
to increase prices.”’™® Their report goes on to observe that “(t)he concern seems to be that
megawatts are exported by the very same entities who then sell the megawatts back in real time
at high prices. Several generators reported contracting a significant proportion of their supply
forward outside of California, and the buyers of that power may have exported it back to
California at some later date.”'"?

Representatives of California’s investor-owned utilities also met with the co-director of
the FERC investigation and other FERC staff on August 17, 2000, to discuss this export issue
and other allegations of market abuse. One of the utilities, Southern California Edison, presented
a detailed list of alleged trading abuses such as intentional creation of transmission system
congestion and megawatt laundering — the export of power out of California and the subsequent
re-importation at higher prices.'?

Despite this evidence of possible market abuse that FERC staff had received, their
November 1, 2000 report concluded that there was nothing to indicate whether an individual
company engaged in actual market abuse. Instead, the staff suggested that power sellers and
marketers had merely the potential to exercise market power in the summer of 2000. They stated
that further investigation was needed to “substantiate any charges of market power abuse,” and
presented the Commission with the option of continuing the investigation to examine these
alleged market power abuse issues in greater detail, "

"7 Declaration of Eric Hildebrandt, San Diego Gas & Electric Co. v. All Sellers of
Ancillary Services, FE.R.C. Docket No. EL00-95-000, attached to Letter from Edward Berlin,
Swidler Berlin Shereff Friedman, LLP to the Honorable David B. Boerges, Secretary, FERC,
dated October 20, 2000.

18 «Staff Report to the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission on Western Markets and
the Causes of the Summer 2000 Price Abnormalities,” FERC, November 1, 2000, at 5-14, 5-15.

" Id. at 5-15.

' Gary Stern, Southern California Edison, “California Electricity Markets: Issues for
Examination,” August 17, 2000.

121 “Staff Report to the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission on Western Markets and
the Causes of the Summer 2000 Price Abnormalities,” November 1, 2000, at 5-16.
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Coincident with the publication of the bulk power investigation reports, the Commission
on November 1, 2000 also issued an order finding that “(w)hile this record does not support
findings of specific exercises of market power, and while we are not able to reach definite
conclusions about the actions of individual sellers, there is clear evidence that the California
market structure and rules provide the opportunity for sellers to exercise market power when
supply is tight, and can result in unjust and unreasonable rates under the FPA.”'* The order went
on to propose a variety of mitigation measures aimed at changing the operation of the California
spot markets operated by the California PX and the ISO; initial mitigation measures were
actually imposed by a further Commission order on December 15, 2000.'* (It should be noted
that this initial mitigation order would prove wholly inadequate to address the crisis in California
and FERC was forced to put substantially stronger measures in place the following spring.)

‘While issuing its mitigation proposals, the Commission did nothing to address the
problem of individual companies’ abusive practices, including responding to staff’s proposal to
continue its investigation, for almost 15 months after receiving the staff bulk power report. This
was despite the fact that FERC continued to receive additional evidence that market abuse was
occurring. In February 2001, for example, the market oversight unit of the California ISO,
responding to reports that FERC had insufficient data on market abuse, submitted a new study of
the bidding behavior of 15 individual companies, including Enron. Finally, on February 13,
2002, the Commission ordered FERC staff to begin a preliminary investigation.'

With one exception — a single, isolated instance involving standby generation units being
withheld from service — the February 13, 2002 order was the first action that FERC took to
independently investigate the market behavior of any electricity market participant in the
California and Western markets. And it took an additional six months before FERC initiated
formal investigations of such participants. Had the Commission agreed to start a more thorough
investigation immediately following the release of the November 2000 staff report, it may well
have uncovered earlier the type of evidence it believed necessary to substantiate the charges of
market abuse in California.

122 San Diego Gas & Electric Company v. Sellers of Energy and Ancillary Services, 93
FER.C. 61,121, 61,350 (Order Proposing Remedies for California Wholesale Electric Markets,
issued November 1, 2000).

'3 San Diego Gas & Electric Company v. Sellers of Energy and Ancillary Services, 93
F.ER.C. 61,294 (Order Directing Remedies for California Wholesale Electric Markets, issued
December 15, 2000).

% Fact-Finding Investigation of Potential Manipulation of Electric and Natural Gas
Prices, 98 FE.R.C. 61,165 (Order Directing Staff Investigation, issued February 13, 2002).
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Indeed, on October 3, 2000 — nearly a month before the staff’s bulk power report was
issued — Enron itself began its own internal investigation'® of the company’s trading practices in
the California energy market when outside attorneys and senior Enron legal counsel and staff met
in an all-day session with Enron traders in Portland, Oregon.’® This meeting included, among
others, Timothy Belden, Richard Sanders, who headed litigation for Enron North America, and
Mary Hain, a director in Enron’s Government Affairs department, who, as discussed below, had
a couple of months earlier given a presentation to FERC staff on issues related to the California
market.'” A follow-up meeting with senior Enron legal staff (including Sanders) was held on
November 4-5, 2000.'® Another meeting took place in December 2000.'%

Enron’s internal investigation ultimately resulted in a December 6, 2000 memorandum
that analyzed in detail a range of strategies that Enron traders may have used to exploit the
structure of the California market to increase Enron’s profits — the so-called “Get Shorty,”
“Death Star,” “Fat Boy,” and “Ricochet” trading strategies — and discussed the “sanction
provisions of the California Independent System Operator (‘ISO’) tariff.”'*® As the head of
Enron’s Western trading desk at the time, Timothy Belden was a participant in the internal
investigation that produced these memoranda. As noted above, Belden subsequently pled guilty

125 This internal investigation of its trading practices was initiated by Enron in order to
respond to subpoenas and inquiries from the California Public Utility Commission, and to related
inquiries and litigation. See Deposition of Christian Good Yoder, Nevada Power Company et al.
vs. Duke Energy Trading and Marketing et al., FERC Docket No. EL02-26-000 ef al., June 18,
2002, at 20 (hereinafter, “Yoder Deposition”).

12 Deposition of Stephen C. Hall, Nevada Power Company et al. vs. Duke Energy
Trading and Marketing et al., FERC Docket No. EL02-26-000 et al., July 11, 2002, at 18
(hereinafter, “Hall Deposition”); Yoder Deposition at 27; Invoice from Stoel Rives LLP to
Christian Yoder, Enron Capital & Trade Resources Corp, re: Enron North America, California
Power Matters, dated November 27, 2000 (itemizing attorney services), available at
http://caag.state.ca.us/mewsalerts/2002/02-058 htm.

127 E-mail from Mary Hain to James Steffes, et al, dated August 29, 2000 (Enron
document no. ECu000060541); Hall Deposition at 18.

12 Yoder Deposition at 48.
2 Id. at 50.

¥ Memorandum from Christian Yoder and Stephen Hall, Stoel Rivers LLP, to Richard
Sanders, re: Traders Strategies in the California Wholesale Power Markets/ISO Sanctions,
December 6, 2000. There is another, nearly identical version of this memorandum that is dated
December 8, 2000. Both versions of the memorandum were released to the public by FERC on
May 6, 2002.
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to a charge of conspiracy to commit wire fraud, related to allegations that he engaged in trading
strategies designed to manipulate prices in the California energy market. In his plea agreement,
Belden acknowledged that between 1998 and 2001, he and “other individuals at Enron agreed to
devise and implement a series of fraudulent schemes” in the California market that were
designed to “obtain increased revenue for Enron from wholesale electricity customers and other
market participants . . . .”1*!

3. Enron’s Efforts to Influence FERC

Enron was heavily invested in the success of the deregulation of energy markets in
general and in California in particular.”** Deregulation represented opportunities for its energy
trading and energy services businesses, as well as new market opportunities in the United States
and overseas. It was important to Enron, therefore, that the California crisis not be blamed on
deregulation or market systems or on the market players in a deregulated environment.

Documents obtained by the Committee indicate that Enron attempted to directly and
indirectly influence FERC’s investigation of the California market and subsequent decision-
making. As indicated by an internal e-mail obtained by the Committee, and confirmed by the
Comuission staff, Enron representative Mary Hain made a presentation to the FERC “bulk
power” investigation team on August 24, 2000 as part of a meeting that the team held with a
group of power marketers.'® The message Enron sought to convey was that high prices in
California were the result of scarce supply and that FERC should be “discouraged . . . from
taking any action that would hurt the vibrant wholesale market in the [sic] California and the rest

Bl Plea Agreement, United States v. Belden, No. CR 02-0313 MJJ (N.D. Cal. October
17, 2002); Information, United States v. Belden, No. CR 02-0313 (N.D. Cal. October 9, 2002).

132 For example, on January 20, 2000, Enron held its annual equity analyst conference,
announcing “(g)rowth prospects remain strong for Wholesale Energy Operations and Services,
Enron’s largest business. Wholesale energy growth in North America is expected to be driven by
the continuing deregulation of power markets in the United States and large-scale outsourcing
utilities and large energy consumers.” A year later, at the January 2001 conference, Enron
announced increased earning targets based in part on “Enron’s further strengthening of its long-
standing lead in the North American wholesale energy market, significant expansion of its
European wholesale energy business, and extension of Enron’s business model into new, large
markets” as well as a doubling in its retail energy business. See “Enron Hosts Annual Analyst
Conference; Provides Business Overview and Goals for 2000,” Enron Corp. Press Release,
January 20, 2000; “Enron Announces Increased Eamings Target for 2001 to $1.70 - $1.75 Per
Share,” Enron Corp. Press Release, January 25, 2001.

1% E-mail from Mary Hain to James Steffes, et al., dated August 29, 2000 (Enron
document no. ECu000060541); Letter from Kevin F. Cadden, Director of External Affairs for
FERC, to David Berick, Senate Committee on Governmental Affairs, dated June 19, 2002.
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of the West. .. .”'* According to an internal Enron e-mail, on August 25, 2000, Timothy
Belden, then head of Enron’s Western trading desk, had a discussion with FERC investigators
and sent them another presentation — “What To Do About Western Wholesale Markets?” —
which reiterated this basic message that the price spikes were due to physical supply shortages
and structural flaws in the California market.”*

Even after the Commission issued its initial mitigation order in December 2000, Enron
continued to be actively involved in efforts to address the California crisis. For example, Ken
Lay met with members of the Clinton Administration in early January 2001 to discuss the crisis.
On January 9, 2001, Lay attended a “summit” organized by the White House to talk about
possible solutions to the energy crisis in California. The President’s chief economic advisor
Gene Sperling, FERC Chairman James Hoecker, Treasury Secretary Lawrence Summers and
Secretary of Energy Bill Richardson were among the 30-50 people that attended the summit.'*
On January 13, 2001, Ken Lay also participated in what appears to be a follow-up mesting to the
January 9 summit.'?’

Thereafter, the company launched a major public relations and lobbying campaign in
early 2001 apparently designed to indirectly influence the outcome of FERC’s decision-making
with regard to California. The Enron campaign consisted of an extensive multi-faceted effort to
influence policy decisions not only in California, but throughout the Western U.S., in other key
markets such as New York, where it was feared that other potentially damaging electricity
shortages and price spikes would occur, and at the federal level.’*® The campaign was directed
by Enron’s corporate head of government affairs with the assistance of the Washington DC-

3% E-mail from Mary Hain to James Steffes, et al., dated August 29, 2000, (Enron
document no. ECu000060541).

13 E-mail from Mary Hain to James Steffes, et al., dated August 29, 2000 (Enron
document no. ECu000060541); Tim Belden, Enron North America, Presentation on “What To
Do About Western Wholesale Markets?,” August 25, 2000 (Enron document nos.
ECu000060613-ECu000060664). FERC staff could not confirm that the discussion had taken
place, but acknowledged that they do have a copy of the presentation.

136 Letter from James J. Hoecker, Swidler Berlin Shereff Friedman LLP, to Susan J. Cort,
Esq., Office of General Counsel, FERC, March 12, 2002, at 3; Carolyn Lochhead, “Progress
Toward Deal to Cut Power Cost / D.C. energy talks run late into night,” San Francisco
Chronicle, January 10, 2001.

137 1 etter from James J. Hoecker, Swidler Berlin Shereff Friedman LLP, to Susan J. Cort,
Esq., Office of General Counsel, FERC, March 12, 2002, at 3.

1% Enron Corp., “Advancing Electric Competition in the Wake of California; Enron’s
Campaign to Affect Policy and Public Opinion,” February 5, 2001 (Enron document nos.
ECp000061965-ECp000062027).
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based lobbying firm Quinn, Gillespie and Associates.'®

A February 5, 2001 briefing on the campaign identified six overall objectives — “Isolate
California and communicate a market based message; Retain a market-based electricity structure
in California; Minimize California impact and Governor Davis’ message across the West;
Facilitate federal action: FERC and Congress; Identify and manage potential energy crisis in
other states—New York, Florida, others?; Refine and increase public affairs effort among policy
makers, the media, opinion makers, electricity consumers.”'*

As the campaign progressed, the goals and objectives were refined. A May 4, 2001
campaign briefing identified five federal goals relevant to FERC: to encourage FERC and the
‘White House to promote competition in electric markets; to convince FERC to extend its
jurisdiction over all aspects of electricity transmission, including over federal, state, and
municipal power agencies that are not otherwise subject to FERC jurisdiction; to encourage the
Administration to complete confirmation of its FERC nominees; to educate Members of
Congress and the Administration about the West Coast energy crisis and encourage them to
allow the market to work and to take efforts to increase supply and reduce demand; and to block
price cap legislation and administrative orders.'*!

As reflected in the May 4 briefing, one of Enron’s goals was to complete the confirmation
of FERC nominees in hope of creating a more proactive FERC that would address the growing
threat that the California crisis presented to deregulation. On January 8, 2001, Enron’s Chairman
and Chief Executive Officer Kenneth Lay wrote to Clay Johnson, Executive Director of the
Bush-Cheney Transition team, and Vice President-elect Cheney, to offer Enron’s
recommendations on “the kind of individuals we think you should be looking for” when filling
vacancies at FERC.'** Attached to the letter was a list of seven potential candidates, with brief

13 Id. at Enron document no. ECp000061966. In addition to its work on Enron’s
California campaign, Quinn Gillespie and Associates also lobbied the White House on behalf of
Enron on other issues, such as the National Energy Policy. See, e.g., E-mail from Ed Gillespie to
Andrew D. Lundquist, dated April 3, 2001, 3:47 pm (Office of the Vice President document no.
188); E-mail from Ed Gillespie to Andrew D. Lundquist, dated April 3, 2001, 9:48 am (Office of
the Vice President document no. 479).

" Enron Corp., “Advancing Electric Competition in the Wake of California; Enron’s
Campaign to Affect Policy and Public Opinion,” February 5, 2001 (Enron document nos.
ECp000061965-ECp000062027), at Enron document no. ECp000061967.

! Enron Corp., “Advancing Electric Competition in the Wake of California; Enron’s
Campaign to Affect Policy and Public Opinion,” May 4, 2001 (Enron document nos. 000003222-
000003237), at Enron document no. ECu000003226.

42 Letter from Alberto R. Gonzales, Counsel to the President, to The Honorable Joseph 1.
(continued...)
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biographies of each candidate, including Pat Wood and Nora Brownell. Lay called Johnson
twice to follow up on the January 8 letter.™** A February 12, 2001 memo to Mr. Lay from Linda
Robertson, head of Enron’s Washington office, described Enron’s priorities in preparation for a
call by Mr. Lay to Mr. Johnson concerning “. . .Commissioner vacancies at FERC.” The memo
stated that “Enron has strongly supported Pat Wood, a Republican, as Commission Chairman.”
The memo continued, “(a) number of candidates are said to be under consideration for the second
Republican seat at FERC. Enron has on several occasions discussed with transition and now
Bush Administration officials the candidacy of Nora Brownell as our first pick for the second
open seat.” The memo noted that Ms. Brownell was under consideration “on the strength of
Enron’s interest,” but faced competition from another candidate reportedly supported by
Pennsylvania Governor Tom Ridge and that Enron was working to . . .mitigate the Governor’s
alleged concerns with her candidacy.”'* In addition, Lay called Senior Advisor to the President
Karl Rove to express his support for Nora Brownell’s appointment to FERC.'®

Even after Wood and Brownell were nominated, it appeared that Enron’s government
affairs office continued to push for a quick confirmation of their nominations. In a memo to Lay
prior to his April 17, 2001 meeting with the Vice President, Linda Robertson and Tom Briggs,

who oversaw federal regulatory affairs for Enron, urged him to “. . . take the opportunity to
convey to the Vice President the imperative of an expedited confirmation of Pat Wood and Nora
Brownell.” The memo suggested that their appointments would *. . . mitigate one of the

significant political problems confronting passage of the Administration’s energy agenda, namely
the call by Democrats and Western state members for price caps.” It further suggested that these
appointments would allow FERC to

‘release some of the political steam in the system’ by adopting more visible
pricing steps in Western markets, such as the bid cap measures in place in Texas
and the Northeast ISO. Thus, more aggressive action by the FERC on both
market power issues and pricing issues would give the Administration enormous
political cover and would allow them to redefine the debate on their own terms. '

(...continued)
Lieberman, dated May 22, 2002, Attachment at 2; Letter from Kenneth L. Lay to Clay Johnson,
dated January 8, 2001 (Executive Office of the President document nos. 980-982).

143 Letter from Alberto R. Gonzales, Counsel to the President, to The Honorable Joseph L
Lieberman, dated May 22, 2002, Attachment at 2.

144 Memorandum from Linda Robertson to Ken Lay, dated February-12, 2001 (Enron
document nos. EC 000123909).

15 1 etter from Alberto R. Gonzales, Counsel to the President, to The Honorable Joseph I.
Lieberman, dated May 22, 2002, Attachment at 1-2.

146 Memorandum from Linda Robertson and Tom Briggs to Ken Lay, re: Meeting with
(continued...)
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According to Ms. Robertson, the confirmations were not actually discussed during the meeting
with the Vice President.

Beyond the matter of FERC nominees, Enron executives appeared to bring their message
on the California power crisis directly to key Bush Administration officials. On April 5, 2001,
Jeffrey Skilling met with Secretary of Treasury Paul O’Neill, and other Treasury Department
officials, to discuss the West Coast energy crisis.'”’ Ken Lay and Linda Robertson apparently
raised the California issue during their 30 minute meeting with the Vice President on April 17,
2001.* The White House has indicated that Assistant to the President and Director of the
National Economic Council Larry Lindsey had "a few communications" with Ken Lay, "most
likely about the California electricity shortage.”*

It is, of course, difficult to evaluate the impact of Enron’s far-reaching efforts on
decision-making at FERC. As detailed above, for a long time FERC insisted (and to some extent
still does insist) that the problems in California were the result of structural flaws in market
design and declined to investigate the possibility that there had been abusive behavior on the part
of individual energy companies — a position consistent with that advocated by Enron. It is
impossible to know how much Enron’s lobbying campaign influenced FERC’s thinking on this
issue and how much FERC was simply predisposed to this view. It should be noted that when
the crisis in California became severe, FERC, on June 19, 2001, did ultimately issue an order
extending price caps and other mitigation measures to the entire Western market,* a decision
contrary to one of Enron’s stated goals. In response, Enron found it necessary to immediately
issue a press release from then-CEO Jeffery Skilling, reiterating his confidence that price controls
would not have an impact on Enron’s earning targets for both the second quarter and the year.™"

(...continued)
Vice President Cheney, dated April 13, 2001, (Enron document nos. EC2 000026045-26105), at
Enron document no. EC2 000026052.

47 Letter from John Duncan, Assistant Secretary for Legislative Affairs, Department of
the Treasury, to Senator Joseph I Lieberman, Chairman, Committee on Governmental Affairs,
dated April 22, 2002, at 1.

198 L etter from Alberto R. Gonzales, Counsel to the President, to The Honorable Joseph L.
Lieberman, dated May 22, 2002, Attachment at 3.

¥ Id at 2.

0 San Diego Gas & Electric Co. v. Sellers of Energy Ancillary Service, 95 FER.C.
61,418 (Order on Rehearing of Monitoring and Mitigation Plan for the California Wholesale
Electric Markets, Establishing West-Wide Mitigation, and Establishing Settlement Conference,
issued June 19, 2001).

51 “Enron Reiterates Confidence In Operations and Earnings Outlook,” Enron Press
Release, June 19, 2001.
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Nonetheless, documents reviewed by the Committee show that Enron did aggressively
pursue this campaign including contacts with Western governors and regulators and contacts
with the Administration to promote the nominations of Nora Brownell and Pat Wood, to discuss
the California energy crisis, and to promote open access and competition in electricity markets
during the Administration’s deliberations on energy policy.

HOI. CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS

For many years, FERC has been at the forefront of the restructuring of the wholesale
electricity and natural gas markets from ones based on FERC-determined cost-of-service rates to
markets based on competition. Throughout this process, FERC has both recognized the need,
and yet inexplicably failed, to establish a framework to effectively regulate the sale and delivery
of natural gas and electricity in the new, competitive markets it was creating. The General
Accounting Office (GAO)'* has previously told us as much. And now, Enron provides a striking
case study of many of the inadequacies of FERC’s current regulatory system — inadequacies that
apparently allowed Enron officials to engage in a variety of questionable and, in some cases,
allegedly fraudulent financial and commercial transactions at the expense of customers,
investors, and competitors.

Although FERC’s Chairman has acknowledged some of these structural shortcomings in
both formal agency comments to GAO and in an August 12, 2002, letter to Chairman Lieberman,
the Committee staff investigation of FERC’s interactions with Enron indicates that the proposals
being made by FERC do not appear adequate to address the range of regulatory challenges that
confront FERC in this new environment — challenges exemplified by Enron Corp. as it
aggressively sought to take advantage of the flaws, gaps, and inadequacies in the regulatory
system.

One of FERC’s chief responses has been to create a new Office of Market Oversight and
Investigations (OMOI) dedicated specifically to oversee the electric and natural gas markets.”*®
While it is too early to conclude whether this new office will address the sorts of problems raised
by Enron’s trading practices and other types of market manipulation that occurred in the
California and Western energy markets, Committee staff seriously doubts that without more it
will transform the agency into the proactive, aggressive regulator needed to protect consumers

132 1.S. General Accounting Office, “Energy Markets: Concerted Actions Needed by
FERC to Confront Challenges That Impede Effective Oversight,” GAO-02-656, June 2002.

153 OMOI was formally created on August 12, 2002. The other initiatives include:
promotion of regional transmission organizations, revision of public utility filing requirements,
promulgation of standard market design rules, and promoting development of energy
infrastructure.
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from the greed and subterfuge Enron’s collapse revealed.'>*

Simply rearranging the bureaucracy, however, is not the answer. FERC must work in
concert with other regulatory agencies; it must request and be given sufficient resources to
monitor the marketplace and carry out all of its regulatory responsibilities, and it must retool
what goes on under its own regulatory roof not only within OMOI, but throughout the agency.
Simply put, FERC must reorient itself to a changed and increasingly complex competitive
industry — a change that FERC itself has fostered, but failed to adapt to.

Orienting the Mission Toward Proactive Oversight and Enforcement Throughout the Agency

FERC has not institutionally accepted regulation and enforcement as a primary mission,
nor has it taken sufficient steps to reassure Committee staff that it will. The new market
oversight office, even if staffed sufficiently and run well, is not designed to address problems
identified in the Committee staff investigation such as FERC’s ineffective handling of the status
of Enron’s wind farms or its QF certification process generally, or oversight of financial
transactions between regulated subsidiaries and holding companies. In other examples of
FERC’s lax attitude towards its regulatory duties, the agency received an anonymous complaint
on April 26, 2002, about pricing practices of Enron’s oil pipeline subsidiary, EOTT Partners.
The complaint was filed into FERC’s information management system without any review by
FERC staff, even though the Commission was actively investigating other Enron trading
activities.””® Nor did FERC feel compelled to implement the Federal Civil Penalties Inflation
Act as amended by the 1996 Debt Collection Improvement Act, which required it to increase
civil penalties. It took a letter from GAO on July 16, 2002, asking about FERC’s compliance to
jog the agency to action.'® These are all regulatory functions outside the purview of the new
office.

The establishment of the OMOI does not absolve FERC of the responsibility to
aggressively address problems throughout its jurisdiction. If FERC is to be an effective
protector, regulator, and overseer of the nation’s increasingly deregulated energy
marketplace, it must recognize the need for a total cultural reorientation of its regulatory
approach.

15 As part of its effort to strengthen its enforcement activities, FERC has requested that
Congress expand its civil and criminal penalty authority under the FPA and Natural Gas Act. We
support this request and believe that is important to give FERC additional and/or stronger
enforcement tools. We also note, however, that such tools will almost certainly be inadequate
without an overall reorientation of the Commission’s enforcement efforts.

155 Unsigned memo to Federal Energy Regulatory Commission, “SUBJECT: Tip on
Enron Corp’s crude oil price fixing,” filed by FERC April 26, 2002.

136 See Letter from Pat Wood, ITT, Chairman, FERC, to The Honorable Joseph H. [sic]
Lieberman re: FERC’s Compliance (RM02-11-000) with the 1990 Federal Civil Penalties
Inflation Act, As Amended, dated August 28, 2002.
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Allocation of Resources

Examining FERC’s commitment to enforcement resources is one way to measure its
institutional priorities. Yet even in an area FERC claims is a high priority, it falls short. FERC
appears to have committed fewer staff and less resources to monitoring and policing the market
compared to the efforts of many other independent regulatory agencies.

In his letter to Chairman Lieberman outlining FERC’s response to the GAQ report, FERC
Chairman Wood reported that the Commission had initially transferred 57 employees to the new
OMOI office, that it intended also to move attorneys involved in enforcement actions to the new
office, and that it was recruiting for additional positions. Altogether, in its FY 2003 budget
request, FERC asked for 110 full-time equivalents (FTEs) for the new office and identified a
total of 250 FTEs as participating in agency-wide monitoring and enforcement activities.””” The
remaining 140 or more FTEs would be in other offices with responsibilities involving litigation
and dispute resolution, rulemakings, identification of data requirements, mergers and other
corporate applications, and financial auditing that could broadly be attributed to market
monitoring and enforcement.'®

Based on the total number of FTEs requested for the entire agency for FY2003, FERC
intends to allocate only 8.8 percent of its FTEs to the OMOI. Even if we assume all 250 FTEs
are dedicated to market oversight, 20 percent of the agency’s FY2003 FTEs would be committed
to broadly defined market oversight and enforcement responsibilities.'*

This resource commitment appears to be less than that of other independent regulatory
and enforcement agencies. A review by the Congressional Research Service estimates that the
CFTC, SEC and Federal Trade Commission (FTC) have committed FY2003 FTEs of roughly 28
percent, 33 percent, and 60 percent, respectively, of their total agency FTEs to enforcement.'®

157 Pederal Energy Regulatory Commission, FY2003 Congressional Budget Request and
Annual Performance Plan, February 2002; Letter from Pat Wood, III, Chairman, FERC, to the
Honorable Joseph H. [sic] Lieberman, re: GAO Report Entitled Energy Markets: Concerted
Actions Needed by FERC to Confront Challenges that Impede Effective Oversight, dated August
19, 2002, at 2 and Attachment C.

158 H-mail from Don Chamblee, FERC, to David Berick, Senate Committee on
Governmental Affairs, dated February 25, 2002, and attached memorandum “Response to David
Berick Concerning the Need for an Additional $7 Million and 50 FTEs.”

13 The President’s FY2003 Budget Request for the Federal Energy Regulatory
Commission requests a total of 1250 FTEs for FERC.

19 “Bnforcement Activities at Selected Federal Agencies,” Congressional Research
(continued...)
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The same review reported that the Federal Communications Commission (FCC) allocated
approximately 14 percent of its FY2003 FTEs specifically to its Enforcement Bureau and overall
dedicated a total of approximately 31 percent of its FTEs to enforcement activities across several
bureaus. If we look at budget dollars, FERC intends to devote less than 15% of its FY2003
budget to these activities, whereas the CFTC budgets 28% and the FCC budgets 24%.

Although these interagency comparisons are obviously not precise, they provide at least
one indicator of the priority given to enforcement and oversight activities by other federal
regulatory agencies. Given the array of problems FERC faces, it does not measure up well.

FERC must devote more resources to market oversight and enforcement.
Coordination with Other Agencies

As the markets and activities FERC regulates become more complex, they frequently
involve the jurisdiction of more than one federal agency. FERC, however, has not made
coordination with other agencies a priority.

In the case of SEC-administered PUHCA exemptions, discussed above, that affected the
FERC-determined QF status of Enron’s wind farms, the SEC and FERC never discussed how to
coordinate even the exchange of information concerning exemption requests filed with the SEC.
Indeed, even after Southern California Edison petitioned both the SEC and FERC about the
status of the wind farms last March and April, there was no interagency communication in
response. More fundamentally, FERC and the CFTC have yet to figure out their respective roles
in an increasingly sophisticated energy market that involves both physical energy products and
commodities futures and other derivatives — whether the issue involves oversight of online
trading platforms or some other aspect of the market. Notably, FERC does not even have
interagency information or regulatory coordination agreements with either the CFTC or the SEC,
nor with other key regulatory or financial agencies. Although interagency agreements are not a
necessity for agencies to work together, it is essential that the agencies in fact coordinate. These
types of agreements are a basic, first step for such coordination.

Subsequent to Enron’s collapse, FERC has begun to take some tentative steps toward
improved coordination with other federal agencies. In December, for example, the FERC
Chairman sent a letter to the Chairman of the CFTC asking to discuss how the two agencies
could better work together, and FERC is currently coordinating its investigation in the California
and Western markets with other federal agencies. Nonetheless, this coordination is not routine
for the agency nor fully embedded in its understanding of its mission. FERC must make
coordination with other federal regulatory agencies an institutional priority.

160(...continued)
Service, September 6, 2002.
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Intra-Agency Communication

Finally, this memorandum has highlighted a number of instances where important
information developed or uncovered by staff in one part of the agency has not made its way to
other parts of the agency or to the Commission. A failure to communicate or share important
information within the agency is a failure to perform the basics of the job.

One example is the FERC staff’s Enron Online report which looked at Enron’s highly
leveraged financial condition but was not given to the Commissioners even as Enron was
collapsing. Another example, with perhaps even clearer consequences, relates to the
Commuission’s consideration of how to calculate refunds to consumers in the California
electricity market. At the same time the Commission was deliberating on this matter, there were
two FERC staff inquiries examining directly relevant issues. The first was the Enron Online
inquiry which looked at published price indices and ultimately concluded that they were
unreliable. The second was a series of audits conducted by the Office of the Chief Accountant
examining the cost of generating the electricity that was being sold by individual companies into
the California market; a memo was even written by the Chief Accountant to the Chief of Staff
and other senior managers at FERC stating that information contained in the audits would likely
be of value to those working on the refund matter.'® Yet, Committee staff found that none of
this information was presented to the Commission nor made available to participants in the
refund proceeding. The reliability of the Commission’s preferred refund methodology has
subsequently been brought into question; indeed, the FERC staff’s 2002 initial report on the
California markets has recommended that the refund methodology be revised because it’s based
on faulty price indices. This will likely result in further delays in getting deserved refunds to
consumers.

Having capable staff able to ask the right questions is critical, but will not solve FERC’s
problems if the information the staff uncovers does not make its way to the Commission and
others at the agency who can make use of it. FERC must improve its internal coordination of
staff activities and communication with the Commissioners themselves.

Conclusion

FERC’s experience with Enron demonstrates that the agency is no match for the
sophisticated, competitive, profit-driven companies it regulates. Although the creation of OMOI
is a positive development, unless it is adequately and appropriately staffed and supplemented
with more aggressive regulatory efforts throughout the Commission, it is unlikely to succeed in
transforming FERC into the effective market overseer it needs to be.

181 Memorandum from John M. Delaware, Deputy Executive Director and Chief
Accountant to Walter C. Ferguson, Chief of Staff, Daniel L. Larcamp, Director, Office of
Markets, Tariffs and Rates, and Kevin P. Madden, General Counsel on “Audit of the Component
Costs of Generating Electric Power,” undated, at 1 (according to FERC staff, the memo was
prepared on July 20, 2001).

50



270

FERC must do far more to be vigilant, to incorporate an aggressive enforcement ethic
into its everyday work, to effectively coordinate with other agencies, and to ensure that relevant
information is made available to those who need it in order for FERC to fulfill its mission and to
protect consumers and investors in the increasingly complex and continually evolving energy
markets.
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Committee on Governmental Affairs

nee EXHIBIT #A-1
__u;ll'\

Enron Federal Govem;n-ellif Affairs - Outlook & Goals for 1999

The Congress will follow the regular process ot adopting an annual budget and
going through the expiring authorization programs, appropriating the necessary
annual funds and considering a variety of tax measures and cuts. Enron will
have a significant interest in various aspects of this process.

All currently introduced legislation which has not been enacted into public law

will expire upon the adjournment of the 105th Congress. Congress has targeted
adjournment for October 9% and should convene the 106t Congress on January

27,

Tax Issues

1) Product Tax Credit for Enron Wind Power: The production tax credit
extension may not occur in 1998. There is also a chance because the PTC does
not expire until June 30, 1999 and the other extenders have already expired, we
will not be extended this year. Goal: Production tax credit extension of five
years {we will likely get only three years; we will have to decide whether to go
for the additional years.)

2) Foreign Tax Simplification Issues: Four items in the Foreign Tax
Simplification bill currently introduced by Congressmen Houghton and Levin

and Senators Hatch and Baucus. Even if the House does a big bill in the 105%
Congress, only two issues will likely be included in the bill this year. One will
be the exclusion for foreign-owned pipeline income . The other is the exclusion
for transmission of high voltage electricity {similar to the pipeline issue.) Goal:
Pass all foreign tax simplification issues in 1999. Additional foreign tax issues
will likely come to the forefront that haven't yet been considered -- these will
come up because of new deals that Enron will be doing internationally and
haven't been uncovered yet.

3) Tax-related Derivatives Issues: These issues are included in the
Administration's tax proposal. Enron has been working with a coalition lead by
White & Case. Goal: Include the derivatives provision in the final tax bill.
Continue work with the Tax Department tc come up with alternatives to
legislation that solve the problem.

4) Alternative minimum tax (AMT) for corporations: Congressman Archer

included an AMT provision in 1997, so Congress may not provide additional
help this soon. Goal: Additional AMT relief in 1999.

CONFIDENTIAL EC-W 000000228
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5} Notice 98-11: IRS Notice 98-11, which would have limited the use of hybrid
transactions by multinational companies to reduce their foreign tax liabilities,
was put on hold in until later in 1999 or 2000. This issue will likely return etther
in IRS regulation form or legislation and EOG will want to get involved again.
Goal: Work to see that IRS regulations or Congressional action does not prohibit
or penalize existing Enron hybrid transactions.

6) Fundamental Tax Reform: Hearings may occur in 1999, as indicated by
House Ways & Means Committee who is in charge of this project. Fundamental
tax reform will not pass in 1999. Goal: Monitor activity in Congress and
possibly participate in hearings. (Enron will need to decide if we want to
participate.)

7) Other Tax Issues: Solar Enterprise Zone/Tax Credit.

International Issues

1) Foreign Operations Appropriations: FY 2000 foreign operations
appropriation legislation, which includes funding for Export-Tmmport Bank (Ex-
Im), Overseas Private Investment Corporation (OPIC), and Trade and
Development Administration (TDA). There is a possibility that the
Administration may submit a supplemental appropriations bill to cover the FY
1999 Ex-Im shortfall, which is $1 billion lower than current demands on the bank.
Goal: Support the highest appropriation for export assistance programs in the
FY 2000 Foreign Ops. bill., as well as passage of a possible supplemental
appropriation bill for the Ex-Im shortfall.

2) Reauthorization of Ex-Im , OPIC'and TDA: Ex-Im Bank’s reauthorization
expires September 30, 2001, OPIC's authority expires in 1999. Goal: Pass multi-
year reauthorizations of OPIC and Ex-Im.

3) Sanctions and other punitive legislation: Legislation placing various
sanctions, unilateral and multilateral, on relations with various countries will
likely continue to be a major issue in the next Congress. Both religious
persecution and child labor sanctions will be carried over from this Congress, as
will other unilaters! sanctions, Legislation to make it more difficult to
implement unilaterai tra _ sanctio™. thr:ough reform of the process that
Congress uses in considering sanctions will be carried over from the 105%
Congress. Goal: Oppose unilateral trade sanctions. Support sanction reform
legislation.
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4) International Monetary Fund (IMF): IMF is facing a significant shortfall in
reserve funding, if the 105% does not provide adequate funding this may be an
issue in the 106%. Goal: Support adequate funding for IMF replenishment.

5) China NTR: Annual extension of Normal Trade Relations (NTR, formerly
known as MFN) with China. Goal: Annual extension of China NTR, or possibly
a permanent extension of China NTR.

6) Fast Track Authority: Fast track authority allows the President to negotiate
trade bills which will be voted on by Congress with a straight up or down vote
(i.e. no amendments}. Fast track may be voted on by the House before it
adjourns this year, but is likely to fail or be pulled from consideration. Goal:
Passage of fast track authority in the 106t Congress.

7} Personnel: Nominations for Ambassadors and Executive Branch Confirmation
Follow various nominations before the Senate, and support nominations when
appropriate.

8) Other Issues:
eRepealing Sec. 907 of the Freedom Support Act (Azerbaijan Sanctions), as
well as legislation supporting a Trans-Caspian pipeline.
eAfrica Growth and Development Act (if not passed in 105th Congress)
sJackson Vanik waiver for Vietnam
* Support for the Department on Commerce Advocacy Center (in
Commerce, Justice State Dept. Appropriations)

Domestic Issues:

1) Electricity Restructuring: drafting legislation, testifying at hearings, building
coalitions, on-going education and message development. Goal: pass in House
transmission reliability, customer choice, energy services, stranded cost recovery,
aggregation and PUHCA repeal legislation while successfully modifying
damaging language on reciprocity, consumer “right to know”, consumer benefits
funds, PURPA and environmental provisions.

2) Oil & Gas Royalties: Ongoing effort by the Minerals Management Service
(MMS) of the Department of the Interior (DOI) to finalize new regulations
regarding crude oil royalty valuation, and development of similar regulations for
gas, that attempt to capture for the federal government value added downstream
of federal lease production. Goal: Reach a permanent solution, rather than
continuing to pass appropriations riders to temporarily prevent MMS from
finalizing its regulations. This includes, passage of royalty-in-kind legislation, or
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some type of negotiated solution between industry and MMS that is legally-
binding and monitored by Congress.

3) Commodity Futures Trading Commission (CFTC)/Derivatives: Recent CFTC

“concept release” has raised new questions about who has the authority to
regulate derivatives. CFTC to be reauthorized before 2000. Goal: Obtain a
statutory exemption from CFIC regulation for energy derivatives, prevent a
movement of regulatory authority over energy derivatives to other financial
regulatory agencies (Fed, Treasury, SEC). Maintain light handed regulation.

4) Global Climate Change/Clean Ajr: December 1997 Kyoto treaty, as well as
EPA actions on CO2, NOx, particulate matter, and mercury have escalated the

debate on clean air regulation and climate change prevention. Goal:
Introduction and debate of bi-partisan legislation on “credit for early action” to
reduce greenhouse gases and other bills that employ market-based solutions to
climate change. Ongoing education of Congress, environmental, and industry
groups as to the potential for market based solutions to climate change, as well as
support for Enron new business opportunities arising from the climate change
debate.

5) Bankruptcy Reforms: provisions in consumer and business bankruptcy
legislation could affect federal oil and gas leasing, impacting ECT lending to
producers and EOG lease development. Goal: Pass bankruptcy technical
corrections that clarify treatment of production payments under the bankruptcy
code. Defeat Department of Interior proposals to change the classification of
federal mineral leases under the bankruptcy code, work with Congress and
possibly DOI to address producer and lender concerns.

6) Houston Ship Channel: Contentious issue over reimbursement for pipeline
relocations caused by deepening/widening work performed by the Houston
Port Authority and Army Corps of Engineers. Goal: Work with the Port of
Houston to identify and pursue federal appropriations that will fund pipeline
relocations to at least 50% of the cost. Work to divert possible litigation by
pipeline coalition against the Army Corps of Engineers or Port of Houston to
recover relocation costs.

7} Hydro Re-licensing: a) Portland General “Pelton Round Butte Project”
competitive license application from Warm Springs Tribes, and b} legislation to
reform the federal re-licensing process. Goals: a) work with PGE and counsel to
identify and educate policy makers within DOI and other environmental/
‘resources agencies and Congress as to why PGE should be granted a renewed
license in 2001, or full value of rate based dollars, and b) work with hydropower
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industry groups toward introduction of bi-partisan legislation to streamline the
re-licensing process.

8) Transwestern/Navajo Nation: negotiations with the Navajo Nation over
Standing Rock compressor station construction, 2003 pipeline right-of-way
renewal and specific lateral expansion. Geal: Successful agreements for pipeline
right-of-way renewal, with government affairs support with Congress and
federal agencies.

9) Florida Gas Transmission’s SOQNER project (CONFIDENTIAL): Proposed

FGT construction of an oil pipeline from Baton Rouge, LA to south Florida.

Goal: Possible work with U.S, Maritime Administration (MARAD) and Congress
to implement reforms to the MARAD loan guarantee program which would
mitigate the potential competitive disadvantage to oil pipelines from tankers
(without jeopardizing Enron’s use of MARAD loan guarantees in power barge
projects). Prefer special funding to Sooner for environmental demonstration.

10) Nuclear Waste: PGE requires Nuclear Regulatory Commission approval for
ore time movement of containment vessel plus permanent waste site, Goal:
Achieve NRC approval and heavily monitor permanent waste debate.

11) Treatment of Gas Pipelines on the Quter Continental Shelf (OCS):
Clarification is needed to rectify a "dual" transportation market offshore. While
48% of offshore pipelines in the Gulf of Mexico are considered interstate
transmission lines subject to FERC regulation, 43% are producer-owned
gathering lines not subject to FERC regulation. Goal: legisiation or FERC
regulation to permit offshore transmission lines to be treated as gathering lines
(rather than pipelines regulated by FERC) and establish a complaint process for
all pipelines under the OCS Lands Act.

12) Reforms to the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA): streamline and
expedite the way federal agencies do environmental reviews during construction
of pipeline, hydropower, water, or other infrastructure projects. Supplement
efforts with INGAA study, proposed for 1999.

13} Opening of federal lands to ojl & gas exploration and development: position
Enron to take advantage of possible trend developing within Department of
Energy, Department of Interior, US. Forest Service to allow drilling on federal
lands. Goal: Work with environmental community and Congress to highlight the
advantages Enron brings as a “green” company toward being a good
environmental steward for such projects on federal land.
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14} FERC regulatory modernization for gas pipelines: ongoing education efforts
with Congress on FERC's efforts to move toward greater competition by
modernizing regulation in areas such as treatment of gas pipelines on the outer
continental shelf, removing price caps on the short term markets, providing
pipelines the ability to negotiate terms and conditions.

15} Environmental issues: monitor and analyze legislation on issues such as
Superfund, RCRA, clean water, wetlands, clean air, endangered species, and
regulatory reform to look for opportunities for amendments or improvements .
that would benefit Enron and industry.

16) Department of Defense/Federal Government Privatization:- monitor
legislation dealing with privatization of DoD and other federal government

energy and water facilities. Goal: Support Enron Federal Solutions, Inc. by
assisting with meetings and contacts with key policy makers; introduce
legisiative amendments as necessary o enable goal achievement.

17) Pipeline Safety Reauthorization: ongoing work on legislation and regulation
regarding pipeline safety reauthorization, user fees, demonstration projects,
improvements to state “one-call” systems, and other safety measures.

18) Health Care Reform: This Congress has been focused on reforming health
management organizations and providing patience protections. Similar, and
perhaps more far-reaching, proposals may be considered in the next Congress.
Goal: Work to ensure that any health care legislation does NOT include
increases in employer liabilities beyond current ERISA regulations, loss of
employer tax deduction for health care expenses, or significant increases in
health care cost to the employer to achieve compliance costs.

19) Private Use: Congress will pass legislation to either repeal or codify the IRS.
Ruding, Goal: Pass legislation to codify.

20) BPA: Congress will address market power issues and debt issues associated
with BPA, TVA and Power Marketing Authorities. Goal: Pass legislation to
assure FERC equivalency of all transmission and mitigate market power abuses.

21) Railroads: -Congress will have hearings and possible legislation to address
monopoly power, Goal: monitor debate and report to ECT.

22} Other Issues:

¢ Encryption legislation

*  Year 2000 (Y2K) Compliance legislation
« Pension Issues (HSOP and Portability)
« OSHA reform

Unanticipated Issues will arise in every Congress which must be addressed as

they arise.
ey arise. EC-W 000000233
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EXHIBIT #A-2

Overview of Key Energy Poﬁcy Issues

The debacle in the California energy market has provided those who do not
support or do not understand competitive wholesale markets, an opportunity to exploit
problems in an attempt to roll back progress made in resiructuring the industry, This has
caused Congress and the FERC to focus unwarranted attention on the role of competitive
power traders and power plant operators that may have engaged in “price manipulation”,
“economic withholding” and other alleged dubious behavior. Conseguently, policy
makers who are not regularly exposed to the workings of energy commedity markets are
eager to take measures that they believe will increase transparency and prevent market
abuse. Unfortunately, FERC regulators and lawmakers may take actions that could be
detrimental to Enron, rather than address fundamental reforms necessary to improve
competitive wholesale markets.

Suoch actions being considered include:
¢ Legislation prohibiting FERC from mandating utility participation in an RTO.

s lLegislation compelling disclosure of information about the quantity and price of
each sale of electric energy made in wholesale markets.

» Amending FERC's marketing affiliatc rules in such a way as to unduly hinder
transactions between gas and power transmission companies and their affiliates.

» Legislation and/or FERC rules restricting the ability of entities to transact under
market-based rates if the FERC finds that the market is not “competitive” or if 2
seller has “unmitigated market power in the generation or tmnsmission of
electricity”™.

Despite temptations and pressure 10 take such steps, FERC should be commended for
continuing to move forward with market reform — especially for its bold {and unanimous}
decision to establish 4 large RTOs. ’

However, there remains a fundamental problem with the lack of understanding among the
Commissioners and others formulating energy policy of how commodity markets work
and how Enron and its online trading platform actually enhance transparency and
competition. The Jack of understanding increases the risk that FERC will take remedial
measures to address pricing and market manipuiotion, rather thun dealing with the root
causes of ineffective wholesale competition. Therefore, throughout the discussions,
every opportunity should be taken to explain how Envon and other energy traders
contribute to competition and that the FERC should move forward with RTO formation
and other fundamental reforms rather thun attempt to ferret out non-existent
manipulation. You may want to be preparcd to discuss the following: )
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e Overview of how EnronOnline operates and how parties can access EnronOnline
to monitor prices. However, it should be emphasized that EnronOnline is not
used as a defined reference price for OTC contracts. (If this were the case, there
would be heightened concemns about regulating EnronOnline.)

e Explain the role of Enron as a “market maker” and describe how this role
contributes to competition and price transparency. .

» Explanation of how derivative products and other risk management products
contribute to efficiency and benefit consumers. .

» Emphasize that underlying fundamentals of the physical market {e.g., supply and
demand; transmission constraints; competitive market siructure; availability of
reliable information) impact the value of derivative products (swaps, options, eic.}
- NOT THE OTHER WAY AROUND! Therefore, FERC should focus on
correcting the underlying physical operation of the market rather than dwelling on
the role of traders. ;

» Accordingly, Congress and the FERC should take steps to 1) mandate creation of
four large regional transmussion organizations (RTOs); 2) eliminate the native
Joad exception to FERC open access rules that allows for separate and
discriminatory terms of access to the interstate transmission grid; 3} mandate that
non-jurisdictional transmission companies participate in RTOs; 4) expedite siting
of gas and power transmission facilities and establish uniform and non-
discriminatory terms of power plant interconnections to the transmission grid.

* Describe how formation of RTOs and other measures will enhence competition
and transparency and how this, in tum, will benefit consumers (particularly in
those states that are introducing competition into retail markets).

ENRON’S FERC PRIORITIES

Formation of Large Regional Transmission Organizations
Background

In 1996, the FERC issued Order No. 888, which required transmission companies subject
to FERC jurisdiction to provide non-discriminatory terms of access to its transmission
grid.  Utilities operating in tight pool arrangements (NYPP, NEPOOL, PJM) were
required to either file reformed power pooling agreements or establish an Independent
System Operator (ISQ) system consistent with the principles outlined by the FERC.
Ultimately, NYPP, PIM, NEPOOL and the California utilities opted to form 1SOs.
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In 1999, the FERC found continued discrimination in the provision of transmission
services by vertically integrated utilities. To remedy this discrimination. FERC issued
Order No. 2000 that established a voluntary approach to formation of regional
transmission organizations (RTOs) that would assume operating coatrol of public
utilities” transmission assets. The FERC’s goal was to form RTOs voluntarily and in a
timely manner, but it warned that it would reconsider what other steps it would take to
realize its goal of RTO formation.

Clearly dissatisfied with the pace and quality of RTO formation, on July 12, 2001, the
FERC unanimously ordered expedited 45-day mediation proceedings to conduct good
faith negotiations to address unresolved issues in the formation of independent RTOs in
the Northeast (combining the NYISO, NE ISO and PIM) and Southeast regions of the
United States. When acting on the July 12 orders, FERC stated its strong preference for a
single RTO in each of a handful of regions around the country: the Northeast, the
Southeast, the Midwest, and the West. The FERC also indicated its preference to adopt
the PIM trading platform, a model that Enron’s traders now prefer.

The presiding administrative law judge for each mediation proceeding will file a formal
report with the Commission, which will then determine what further action is required.
The ALJ has issued its report for the Southeast RTO proceeding and has made
recommendations that are favorable to Enron. The ALJ repont for the Northeast RTQ 1s
due next week.

Critical Issues

Despite the FERC’s aggressive policy initiative to form 4 large RTOs, the fact remains
that compliance is voluntary. Morcover, Transmission Operators that profess a
willingness to participate in RTOs (¢.g., the NY utilities) are determined to delay the
process indefinitely and may refuse to participate in a FERC-defined geographic area.
An added complexity that could delay RTO formation is the desire of certain utilities to
form stand-alone, for-profit, Transcos that would function within an RTO (e.g., New
England).

There is also significant political hostility to the FERC’s effort to establish 4 RTOs. A
number of State Governments, Members of Congress and State Public Service
Commissions have objected to the FERC’s bold move, raising conceins about service
reliability (especially NY City and Long Islund) and objecting to an intrusion on State’s
rights by the Federal Government. State regulators have also argued that creation of
super RTOs will disrupt state retail competition programs that were established in
reliance on the existence of existing ISO structures.

Enron is confident that we are winning the RTO battle at the FERC, particularly with
regard to implementing RTO trading arrangemenis conducive to Enron’s business.
However, Enron is concerned that implementation dates are being unreasonably delayed.
In the casc of the Northeast RTO, some of the most aggressive advocates arguc that &
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realistic commencement date is November 2003. Enron is advocating an implementation
date of December 2002.

Enron’s Position

s RTO participation should be mandatory.

« Non-jurisdictional transmission companies (i.e., TVA, munis, co-ops) should
be required to participate in RTOs.

e The 4 large RTOs articulated by FERC are of safficient scope and size to
promote competition in wholesale and retail markets.
The implementation date of the RTOs should be December 2002.
Although Enron supports the concept of for-profit Transcos, we must be
certzin that the concept will not delay timely RTO formation.

Key Points to Raise at Meeting

1. The Commission has made great progress in the RTO arena recently by
advocating four large RTOs in the country.

2. The mediation proceedings were helpful, bul strong guidance from the
Comunission is now needed in the formation of each of the four RTOs:

o if important decisions and details are left to stakeholders, no further
progress will be made;

o the Commission must provide a detailed blueprint for the formation of
these large RTOs and then allow stakeholders to work out the rematning
details.

3. Although the Commission’s jurisdiction and authority to order RTOs are being
challenged, there are many options available to the Commission to catice entities
to join RTOs:

o loss of market based rate authority for failure to join;

o a section 206 investigation of all existing wholesale power sales rates 10
consider and adjust the rates of return;

o prohibit governmental tansmission owners to utilize other jurisdictional
transmission facilities {reciprocity);

We have drafted a pleading laying out these procedural vehicles and would like to file |
it with the Commission, if this would be helpfut.

4. The Commission must remain committed to jts “Day 2” RTO implementation

date of December 15, 2002. Provided that the Commission gives clear,
unambiguous directions on RTO formation, this deadline can be achieved.

EC-W 000001134
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Market Based Rates and Market Mitigation
Backgm‘undk

Wholesale power marketers and generators are granted authority to sell power at market-
based rates upon demonstrating to the FERC that they do not have, or have adequately
matigated (e.g., by providing open access transmission service) market power in
generation and transmission. The market power determination arises in a number of
proceedings, particularly in merger and acquisition proceedings and when existing sellers
are up for tri-annual sales re-authorization (Enron must file in January of 2003).

In making its market power determination, the FERC relies upon a “hub and spoke”
market analysis that has never resalted in a finding of unmitigated market power, and
thus a denial of market based rate authority. Consequently, the Commission is coming
under increased political pressure to re-evaluate its process for granting market-based
rates and to consider a more stringent market power evaluation methodology.

Specifically, Commissioner Massey has dissented in a number of recent FERC decisions
authorizing market based rate authority. Moreover, Senator Bingaman’s energy bill
contains language that will make it more difficult for the FERC to grant market based
rate authority.

Summary of Issues

A shift to 2 more stringent market power analysis will mean that the FERC will find
flaws in market operations and barriers to market entry.  For example, Massey would
widen the analysis of market power 10 include an examination of transmission
constraints, market concentration at various load levels, transmission rates and terms of
access, the availability of “appropriate hedging instruments” and other factors. If the
Commission finds that the market is not competitive, it can take measures 10 mitigate
market power.

On one hand, a mote stringent market power analysis could be beneficial in that it could
give the FERC more leverage to attack market structural issues that impede wholesale
competition {e.g., lack of RTO participation, other transmission issues). On the other
hand, a strict test that cannot be passed invites the Commission to intrude upon market
operations of traders and generators whenever the FERC observes pricing that does not
comport with expectations.

Moreover, the FERC lacks jurisdiction to address many factors that inhibit effective
competition. For example, the Comumnission may find that market concentration for peak
power could be mitigated by retail demand reduction, but it lacks jurisdiction to compel
participation by retail customers in a demand reduction program. Therefore, there is a
risk that the Commission will rely on price mitigation (price caps) to address the
symptoms of inadequate competition rather than tackle the root causes.
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Enron Position

The most fundamental barrier to competition in wholesale markets is the Jack of effective
RTQs. The Commission has ample evidence demonstrating that vertically integrated
utilities continue to discriminate in providing transmission access in order fo maintain a
competitive advantage in supply and generation. Therefore, it is appropriate to consider
removal of market based rate aathority for transpuission owning utilities that continue to
delay participation in effective RTOs. i

However, there is a danger that the Commission will overreach with jts analysis and
penalize market participants that are able to contribute to competitive wholesale markets
despite existing barriers to entry.
Key Points
e Formation of effective RTOs will address the bulk of any market power concems.
Therefore, inordinate attention on market based rate authority could prove

distracting.

California and Pacific Northwest Price Mitigation Measures and Refunds

Background.

On August 23, 2000, FERC instituted proceedings under FPA section 206 to investigate
the rates for energy and ancillary services into the Cal 18O and PX real time markets, in
response to a complaint filed by SDG&E. A similar proceeding was initiated by Puget
Sound to exarnine power prices in the Pacific Northwest. On December 15, 2000 FERC
issued an order finding that the electric market structure and rules in California were
“seriously flawed” and coupled with an imbalance of supply and demand, cause “unjust
and unreasonable rates for short-term energy...under certain conditions.”  The
Commission ordered a number of remedies to correct these flaws,

The FERC established an interim market proxy price of $150 und declared that prices
above the proxy were presumed to be unjust and unreasonable unless a party was able to
demonstrate otherwise. Failure to justify costs above the clearing price would trigger a
refund obligation. The interim methodology was to be replaced by a new methodology by
May 1, 2001. On April 26, 2001 the FERC adopted a price mitigation plan for the
California market. The FERC modified the price mitigation formula and extended its
application throughout the western States in an order dated June 19, 2001. The FERC’s
June 19" decision also ordered a settlement conference to be held before its Chief
Administrative Law Judge to resolve refund issues for past periods.

Parties made little progress in settling the refund issues und the ALJ recommended that
FERC order a trial type evidentiary hearing limited to developing a factual record against
which to apply a refund methodology, and recommended that a refund methodology be
applied retrospectively. . .
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On July 25, 2001, the Comumissioners substantially adopted the Judge’s recommendations
and ordered the refund proceeding. )

Status of Proceeding and Key Dates:

Prehearing conferences have been held on August 13 and September 5. Currently,
discovery and case preparation are ongoing, Testimony on the mitigated price and the
seller refand amounts/offsets thereto, are due on October 15 and October 26,
respectively. The bearing is to occur on November 14-20, and the Judge must certify his
findings to the Commission by December 13.

Semmary of Key Issues and Enron’s Position:

Enron has filed a request for rehearing of the FERC’s July 25" order and it is likely that
this will be appealed to the Circuit Court. Enron strongly believes that no refunds,
especially retroactive refunds, are warranted. There has been no finding that any market
participant in the California spot markets has abused market power. Enron has simply
conducted business in accordance with its tariff and all applicable tariffs, rules and
regulations applicable in the California wholesale market. However, given the fact that
this is a refund proceeding, Enron must be allowed to offset its purchases in the market
against any refunds that are attributable to its sales in the market. Enron must also be
permitted the opportunity to offset the receivables it is owed by California parties against
refund amounts ultimately determined to be due.

What is at stake for Enron:

At stake is certainty and finality of transactions in conducting its business in accordance
with applicable rules, regulations, orders and laws. Chilling effect on deregulation
initiatives throughout the U.S. Financial exposure is also a result. However, the financial
exposure in the California proceeding is not considered to be material. If netting between
purchases and sales is allowed, Enron estimates that it will owe approximately $ 4
milkon. Enron has greater exposure in the Pacific NW proteeding where parties are
demanding approximately $100 million in refunds from Enron.

Key Points to be Made:

+ Enron recognizes the difficult task that the Commission has confronted over the
past year as it attemnpted to deal with a hopelessly misguided market structure and
resulting conditions brought about by political conditions in the state of
California.  We commend the Commission for having taken forceful and
economically rational measures to fix California’s market structure, The time has
now come to end the investigations related to past activities in electricity markets
in California and throughout the WSCC and to move forward for the benefit of
the consumers. .
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Changes to Transmission Marketing Affiliate Rules.
‘ Background

In response to the controversy surrounding the activities of El Paso Gas Pipeline and its
marketing affiliate, the FERC initiated a review of its existing gas and power marketing
affiliate rules to determine whether the rules need to be revised in light of rapidly
changing market conditions.

{t is anticipated that the FERC will amend the marketing affiliate rule and standards of
conduct for natural gas pipelines to more closely resemble the more stringent rules
applicable to power transmission providers, particularly with regard to reporting of
discounts to affiliates and reporting of transfers between transmission companies and
affiliates.

Enron expects that the FERC will issue a notice of proposed rulemaking (NOPR) at the
September 26" meeting and a final rule may be implemented early in 2002,

Summary of Issues

Without the benefit of a published NOFPR, it is difficult to define the issues being
considered. However, Enron’s biggest concern is that the Commission will impose
unduly restrictive conditions on pipeline marketing affiliates that will impede operations.
At this point we do not expect divestiture to be a problem.

Enren Position

e Enron supports expanding the definition of “marketing affiliate” to include
generation affiliates of the gas pipeline.

« Blanket application of the stringent electricity rules to the gas pipeline industry is
unwarranted due to the fundamental differences in the structure of the two
industries. Specifically, unlike the power industry, the gas industry is completely
unbundled and pipelines are not in the merchant business. Therefore, many of the
abuses that could occur on the electric side do not occur in the gas business.

Key Points to Raise

e There are few problems with the existing gas pipeline marketing affiliate rule.
The rule has served the industry well for neardy 15 years. The Commission
should address the El Paso problem and other allegations on a case-by-case basis
and spend their remaining resources on addressing other fundamental problems in
the market.

¢ If the Commission intends to change the rule, it shouid keep in mind that
marketing affiliates are key players in commodity markets and that they should
not be unduly burdened with requirements or restrictions that hamper commercial
innovation and transactions. :
EC-W 000001138



Enron Corp. Government A

285

Steve Kean, Senior Vice President Phone #: 713-853-1526 . n
Steve Kean, Senior Vice President e
1400 Smith Street, EB 1045b Fax #: 713-646-8160 Committes on Governmental Affairs
Houston, TX 77002 Pager #: 888-006-9761 EXHIBIT #A-3
Assistant: Maureen McVicker, EB1047 | Phone #: 713-853-1808

" State Government Affairs

713-863-3407

Richard S. Shapiro, Vice President Phone #: National Director of Retail Effort
1400 Smith Street, EB 1046b Fax #: 713-646-8160
Houston, TX 77002 Pager #: 888-740-9949
Assistant: Ginger Dernehl, EB 1046a | phone #: 713-853-7751
Dan Allegreiti, Director Phone #: - 603-223-0985 Mid Atiantic / New York /
2 Capitol Plaza Fax #: 603-224-7601 | New England
Concord, NH 03301 Pager #: 800-784-0766
Assistant: Terri Miller .| Phone #: 603-223-2520
Roy Boston, Director Phone #: 630-654-6472 | Great Lakes / Midwest
12 Sait Creek Lane, Stite 450 g 030-654.5119 -
Hinsdale, IL 60521 Pager#:  888-916-7182
Asst! 1it: Jean Dressler Phone #: . 630-654-6471
dJeff Brown, Director Phone#  615-851-5489. | lmplementation/Environmental
400 Professional Park Drive Fax #: 615-851-5497 E PN
Goodlettsville, TN 37072 Pager #: 888-916-2267
Assistant: Marcia Linton, EB 1061a Phone #: 713-853-3226
Susan Covino. Direetor Phone #: 908-359-7658 | pig Adantic / New York /
10 Hoagland Drive Fax# 908-359-0896 | New England .
Belle Mead, NJ 08502 Pager #: 888-916-7183
Assistant: Marcia Linton Phone #: 713-853-3226
Aleck Dadson, Regional Director Phone #:  416-214-1740 Canada
| ECT Canada Corp. Fax #: 416-214-4540
150 York St., Suite 900 Cellufar #: 415-806-1856
Toronte, Ontaric M5H-355 Pager#:  416-468-3049
Assistant: Cindy Derscskey Phone # 416-214-9230
Jeff Dasovich, Director Phone #:. 415-782-7822 California
101 California Street, Suite 1950 Fax #: 415-782-7854
San Francisco, CA 94111 Pager # 883-916-7184 . -
. . EC- 000003388
Assistant: Christopher Malone Phone #: 415-782-7841
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Ashley Dietz, Analyst Phone#:  713-853-5309 | South Central/ South East
1400 Smith Street, EB 1040a Fax #: 713-646-8160 .
Houston, TX 77002
Assistant: Margo Reyna, EB1037b Phone #: 713-853-9191
Gary Foster, Director Phone #: 713-853-4527 | Public Relations
1400 Smith Street, EB 1045a Fax #: 713-646-8160 .
Houston, TX 77002 Pager #: 888-916-7181
Assistant: Ginger Dernehl Phone #: - 713-853-7751
Howard Fromer, Director Phone #: 518-427-0531 | Mid Atlantic / New York /
130 Washington Ave. Fax #: §18-427-0734 | New England
Albany, NY 12210 Pager #: 888-916-2261 .
Assistant: Marcia Linton Phone #: ~ .713-853-3226
Bruno Gaiilard, Specialist Phone # - 415-782-7810 California
101 California Street, Suite 1950 Fax #: 415-782-7854
San Francisco, CA 94111 Pager#:  888-766-4105
Assistant: Christopher Malone Phone#:  415-782-7841
Janel Guerrero, Manager . ‘Phone#: ;113-853-9104 Implementation / Environmental
1400 Smith Street, EB 1038b Fax #: 713-646-8160 -
Houston, TX 77002 Pager #: 888-906-9878
Assistant: Maureen McVicker Phone #: 713-853-1508
Ed Hamb, Associale Phone #:  713-853-9010 | Mid Atlantic/ New York /
1400 Smith Street, EB 1057a Fax #: 713-646-8160 New England
Houston, TX 77002 Pager #: 888-794-4467
Assistant: Marcia Linton Phone #: 713-853-3226
Rob Hemstock, Manager
B metock Manager Phone#: 403-o74-674s | Canada
. N Fax #: 403-974-6707
Suite 3500, Canterra Tower }
460 - 3" Ave. SW Cellular #: 403-818-6787
Calgary, Alberta Canada T2P 4H2
'l Assistant: Linda Stetzema Phone #:  403-974-6908
Nancy Hetrick, Director Phone # 713-853-7414 | Implementation / Environmental
1400 Smith Street, EB 1056 Fax #: 713-646-8160 o
Houston, TX 77002 Pager #: 888-912-1426
Assistant: Maureen McVicker 713-853-1808
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Phone #:

Great Lakes / Midwest

Barbara Hueter, Director 614-760-7472
400 Metro Place North Fax #: 614-791-6149
Dublin, OH 43017-3375 Pager #: 888-916-2260
Assistant: Laurie Knight Phone #: 614-760-2704
Paul Kaufman, Regionai Director Phone #: 503-464-7945 | West
Three Wortd Trade Center Fax #: 503-464-3740
121 SW Salmon, 3WTC-0306 Pager #: 888-916-2262
Portland, OR 97204 .
Assi: : Lysa Akin__ Phone #: 503-464-7927
Robin Kittel, Manager Phone #: 512-320-5974 | South Central / South East
701 Brazos Strest, Suite 310 Fax i: 512-320-5991
Austin, TX 78701 Pager #: 888-274-5062
Assistant: Margo Reyna Phone#:  713-853-9191
Sue Landwehr. Director Phone#  612-513-5928 | Great Lakes/Midwest
5402 Parkdale Drive, Suite 104 Fax #: 612-593-0229
Minneapolis, MN 55416 Pager #: 888-916-2264
Assistant: Marcia Linton Phone #: 713-853-3226
Lestie Lawner, Director Phone#: . 505-623-6778 | West
712N, Lea Fax #: 505-625-2820
Roswell, NI 88201 Pager #: 800-342-0407
Ass: Marcia Linton Phone #: 713-853-3226
Lara Leibman, Manager Phone #: 713-853-9193 | Market Pcw;er / Code of Conduct
1400 Smith Street, EB 1040b Fax #: 713-646-8160 '
Houston, TX 77002 Pager # 888-274-0741
Assistant: Ginger Dernehl Phone #: 713-853-7751
Kathloen Magruder, Vice President | Phone#:  713-853-7225 | South Central/ South Fast
1400 Smith Street, EB 1030 Fax #: 713-646-8160
Houston, TX 77002 Pager #: 888-397-1821
. Austin Office Address: .
701 Brazos Street, Suite 310 Phone #: 512-320-5965
Austin,TX 78701 Fax #: 512-320-5991
Assistant: Margo Reyna Phone #: 713-853-9191
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Sue Mara, Regional Director Phone #: 415-782-7802 | Regional Director - California
101 California Street, Suite 1950 Fax #: 415-782-7854
San Francisco, CA 94111 Pager #: 888-916-7185
Assistant: Christopher Malone Phone #: 415-782-7841
Sandra McCubbin, Director Phone #: 415-782-7843 | California
101 California Street, Suite 1950 Fax #: 415-782-7854
San Francisco, CA 94111 Pager #: 888-916-7187
Cellular: 916-768-7227
Assistant: Christopher Malone Phone #: 415-782-7841 ‘
Be::gz Merola, Director Phone #: 614-792-6021 ) "
400 Metra Piace North Fax #: ,614-791-6149 ;\\JA::\‘MAS:QIZ;]Q New York / 1
Dublin, OH 43017-3375 Pager #: 888-916-2269
|
Assistant: Laurie Knight Phone #: = 614-760-2704
Janine Migden, Regional Director Phone #: 614-718-6335 | Regional Director — Great Lakes
400 Metro Piace North Fax #: 614-791-6149 | / Midwest
Dublin, OH 43017-3375 Pager #: -838-916-2270
Assistant: Laurie Knight Phone #: 614-760-2704 - ]
Steve Montovano, Director Phone #: 614-792-6030 Mid Atlantic / New York /
400 Metro Place North - | Home Fax#: ©14-760-9734 | New England
Dublin, OH 43017-3375 . Fax #: 614-791-6148
: Pager #: 888-916-7186
Assl: Sharon Eley Phone #: 800-888-8305 x301
Sue Nord, Director Phone #:  603-224-5942 | Policy Development /
2 Capitol Plaza Fax i#: 603-224-7601 | Coordination
Concord, NH 03301 Pager #: 800-559-4935
Assistant: Terri Miller Phone #: 603-223-2520
Mona Petrochko, Director . " | Phone #: 415-782-7821 | Californja
101 California Street, Suite 1950 Fax # 415-782-7854
San Francisco, CA 94111 Pager #: 888-916-7183
“f Assistant: Christopher Malone Phone #  415-782-7841
Thom Reichelderfer, Manager Phone#:  614-791-6159 | Great Lakes/Midwest
400 Metro Place North Fax# 614-791-6149
Dublin, OH 43017-3375 Pager #: 888-916-7189
Assistant: Laurie Knight Phone #: 614-760-2704
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Mid Atlantic / New York /

Frank Rishe, ManagA er Phone #: 800-888-8305 x223
343 Thornall Street, 5" Floor Fax #: 732-549-5701 New England
Edison, NJ 08837 Pager #: 888-916-7190
Assistant: Sharcn Eley Phone #: 800-888-8305 x301
Jim Steffes, Senior Regional Director | Phone #: 713-853-7673 | wid Atlantic/ New York /
1400 Smith Street, EB 1060 Fax #: 713-646-8160 | New England
Houston, TX 77002 Pager # 888-906-9876
Assistant: Marcia Linton Phone & 713-853-3226
Jint Tarpey, Director Phone #:  303-575-6491- | West
One Tabor Center Fax #: 303-534-7607
1200 17" St., Suite 2750 Pager #: 888-816-2259
Denver, CO 80202 .
Assistant:_Jessica Wentworth | Prone #: " 303-575-6462
Kate Wagner. Manager Phone #  713-853-5880 | South Central/ South East
1400 Smith Street, EB103%a Fax #: 713-646-8160 .
Houston, TX 77002 Pager#: = 888-208-7447
Assistant; Maréa Reyna Phoene #: 71 3-853-9191
Lisa Yoho, Director- - - :::‘;‘f # ;’g:ggg'ﬁ;ﬁ Mid Atlantic / New York /
1775 E ', Suite 800 - "
ye Street NW, Sui 583-906-9574 New England

Washington, DC 20006

Pager #:
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'} Charles Yeung, Manager
1400 Smith Street, EB 10362

Houston, TX 77002
Assistant: Gloria Solis

Joe Hartsce, Vice President Phone #: 202-466-9150 FERC
1775 Eye Street NW, Suite 800 Fax #: 202-955-8496
Washington, DC 20006
Assistant: Bernadette Hawkins Phone #:  202-466-9147
Tom Delanev, Director Phone#:  602-840-3800 | FERC
4742 N. 24" Street, Suite 165 Fax #: 602-840-3804
Phoenix, AZ 85016 Cellular #:  602-321-5017
Assistant: Marcie Milner Phone #: 502-840-3800
Maly Hain, Director Phone#:  503-464-8862 FERC
Three World Trade Center Fax#:  503-464-3740 '
121 SW Salmon, 3WTC-~0306 Pager #: '800-905-9242
Portland, OR §7204
Assistant: Lysa Akin Phone #: ~ 503-464-7927
RBichard Ingersoill, Vice President Phone #: 713-853-5415 FERC
1400 Smith Street, EB 1031 Fax #: 713-646-8160
Houston, TX 77002 Pager #: 888-397-1822
Assistant: Gloria Solis, EB 1035a Phone #: 713-853-9481
- Pager #: 888-916-9576
Dave Mangskau, Director {Phone #: '~ 701-258-4482 FERC
98 Country Club Drive Fax #: 701-258-5542
Bismarck, ND 58501 Pager #: 800-390-0449
Assi! Marcie Milner Phone #: 602-840-3800
Christi Nicolay, Director Phene #: 713-853-7007 FERC
1400 Smith Street, EB 1057b Fax #: 713-646-8160
Houston, TX 77002 Pager #: 800-778-8364
Assistant: Gloria Solis Phone #: . 713-853-9481
- Pager #: 888-916-9576
Sarah Novosel, Pirector Phone #: 202-466-9160 FERC
1775 Eye Street NW, Suite 800 Fax #: 202-955-8496
Washington, DC 20006
Assistant: Bernadette Hawkins. Phone#:  202-466-9147
Phone#  713-850-0348 | FERC

Fax #: 713-646-8160
Pager #: 800-605-3249

Phone #: 713-853-9481
Pager #: 888-916-9576
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Joe Alfen, Vice President Phone #: 713-853-3024 Austin Numbers:

1400 Smith Street, £E8 50M06 Fax #: 713-853-7297 Phone #: 512-482-8823
Houston, TX 77002 Pager #: 800-218-5398 Fax #: 512-482-8404
Assistant: Earlene Kaiser, EB 50M07 Phone #: 713-853-7870

Bill Moore, Director Phone#:  713-853-5572

1400 Smith Street, EB 50M05 Fax #: - 713-853-7297

Houston, TX 77002 Pager #: 800-676-8931

Assistant: Earlene Kaiser Phone #: 713-853-7870

Gavin Russo, General Manager Phone #: . 713-853-6296

Tax/External Gov't Affairs Fax #: 713-853-7297

1400 Smith Street, EB 500M04 Pager #: 800-690-5202

Houston, TX 77002 )

Assistant: Sandy Rodriguez, EB 4359 | Phone # 713-853-7183

Gerlann Warner, Exeeutive Secrefary Phone #: 713-853-5036

1400 Smith Street, EB 50M05a Fax #: 713-853-7297

Houston, TX 77002

. American Indian Affairs
Phone #: 713-853-6117

Chrlstie Palrick, Vice President
—— e e . = -4
1400 Smith Street, EB 1035b Fax# . 713-646-8160
Houston, TX 77002 Pager #: 800-653-3685

’ Cellular #:  713-823-0777
Assistant: Miriam Brabham, EB1037a | Phone #: 713-345-7407
Roger Fragua, Manager Phone #: 713-853-6546
1400 Smith Street, EB 1036b Fax #: 713-646-8160
Houston, TX 77002 Pager #: 800-503-6647

Cellular #:  713-907-2600

Assistant: Miriam Brabham, Phone #: 713-345-7407
Bicardo Charvel, Director Phone #  011-525-258-9925 . .
Enron de Mexico Fax #: 011-525-570-5372
Av. Vasco de Quiroga 2121 PH-505 Celiular #: ' 011-525-104-5765 .
Edifico Corporativo Piramide e S04
Col. Pena Blanca Santa Fe - o000

Mexico D.F. 61210 Mexico
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Carolyn Green, Vice President Phone #: 713-345-5523
1200 Smith Street, 3AC0115a Fax#: 713-345-5536
Houston, TX 77002 Cellular #: 713-304-5971

Assistant: Brenda Barreda, 3AC0118a | Phone #: 713-646-8667

Federal Government Aairs

Joe Hillings, Vice President and Phone #: 202-4656-9145
Gegeral Manager, Federal Gov't Affairs | Fax#: 202-828-3372
1775 Eye Street NW, Suite 800 ’ Cellular #:  202-236-9650
Washington, DC 20006 .

Assistant: Lora Sullivan ) Phone #: 202-466-9142
Cynihia Sandherr, Vice President, Phone # 202-4656-9143
Federal Legislative Affairs Fax #: 202-828-3372
1775 Eye Street NW, Suite 800 Cellular #:  202-253-2632

Washington, DG 20006 .
y Phone#  202-466-9141

Assistant: Stacey Bolton

Jeffrey Keeler, Director, Federal Phone#: ' 202-466-9157
Legislative Affairs Fax #: 202-828-3372
1775 Eye Street NW, Suite 800 Cellular#:  202-210-9143

Washington, DC 20006
Phone #: 202-466-9144

Assistant: Amy Fabian

Chris Long, Directof, Federal Gov't Phone #: 202-466-9158

Affairs Fax #: 202-828-3372

1775 Eye Street NW, Suite 800 Cellular #  202-236-3259

Washington, DC 20006

Assistant: Amy Fabian ' | Phone #: 202-466-9144

Carolyn Cooney, Office Manager Phone#:  202-466-9146

1775 Eye Street NW, Suite 800 Fax #: 202-828-3372

Washington, DC 20006 Cellular #  202-253-2625
| Assistant: Mericha Morrissette Phone #: 202-466-9161
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Margaret Carson, Director Phone #: 712-853-7088
1400 Smith Street, EB 1068 Fax #: 713-646-4702

Houston, TX 77002

Assistant: Joan Stransky, EB 1055b | Phone #: 713-853-7431

Rita Hartfield, Manager Phone #: 713-853-5854
1400 Smith Street, EB 1058a Fax #: 713-646-4702

Houston, TX 77002

Assistant: Joan Stransky Phone#  713-853-7431
Public Policy

Bob Bradley, Director Phone # - 713-853-3062

1400 Smith Street, EB 1074 Fax #: 7123-646-4702

Houston, TX 77002

Assistant: Joan Stransky . - | Phone #: 713-853-7431

Information and Administratio
Lo IONRabON Al A S a |

Elizabeth Linnell, Supervisor Phone #: 713-853-3896

1400 Smith Street, EB 1048 Fax #: 713-646-8160

Houston, TX 77002 . Pager#:  888-740-9948

Lynnette Barnes, Research Analyst Phone #: 713-853-9287
1400 Smith Street, EB 1061b Fax #: 713-646-8160

Houston, TX 77002

Linda Lawrence, Rates/Research Phone #: 713-853-6872
Analyst - Fax #: 713-646-8160

1400 Smith Street, EB 1062b
Houston, TX 77002

Stephanie McMurray, Research Phone #: 713-853-6850
Analyst Fax #: 713-646-8160

1400 Smith Street, EB 1062a
Houston, TX 77002

Salisha Ramos, Clerk Phone #: 713-853-6607 A
1400 Smith Street, EB 1054 Fax #: 713-646-8160 EC-W 000003408
Houston, TX 77002 Pager#:  713-902-9127 e




294

November 2001

EC 000124004



295

1060-DV-IV NS

sioyew uado
wolj Aeme pue uonenbal Juswuianob Jo Jeu Alajes, pesoddns
ay) psemo} wnjuswow |eanijod Bunessuab ale SjuaAs JUSDDY

awoo Aay} se sjexlew Bunpje) ul ysu juediyiubis sialey|

(N3 ‘WI3 ‘W93 'sg3 ‘S33 ‘YNI) sepiunpoddo
|e1019WIWO09 199304d pue 8)eald 0) seuale Aoljod ul Ajlaaissalbbe

Buppiom Ag Ayjeas siy) 0} spuodsal sileyy JUSWUIBAOL) Uoiu]

SOIWIOUODD SB Yonuw se sjoyew Jno sadeys sojod—saolales
jenuasse se paje|nbal ase w0298} pue ‘seb jeinjeu ‘AJ101109)3

slle}}y JUSBWUIdA0L) uoiug

EC 000124005



296

1060-DV-IV NS

‘83114 (2) PUE 'S301A18S APISING §0 1209 () 190)J1 SIBGUINL HDINOSEY "SORLIOK [EIFIBWILICD PUB SIUBAD [EUIBIXS O}

ssuodsal Ul sy J9A0 paysnipe s| sanss 9))10ads 0} UOIEI0||E B3IN0S8Y "SIIANOR JUSLIND J0 Joysdeus g §) Siy) (8)oN

(aidoad z M001$) Buipes [elpueul YIMm pajeloosse ysu
Aiojeinbas abeuepy ‘snieis pajejnbaiun s auluOUOIUZ BAI9SBId

(uosiad | 001 $) spuej olgnd uo sjqeo ondoleqy SG3
JO S9|IW 0OY uo 93} Aem-jo-1ybu JueNqIoxs Jo uonisoduul Jusaald

(eidoad Z ‘WINILS) DY
1e sBuipaadoid punjay 1SOMULON dlIoed pue eiuiollje) ayebiyi

(eydoad g ‘WINZS) D.LD aaebau dnodal 6} DN 1e iejdwod
ansind "6°9 ‘uosug uo joedwl SISLIO BILIOJIED SZILUIUIN

(e1doad 9 ‘NiNZ$) eouswy YLON Inoybnoayy
sanynn og ssoloe uonisod Joys Yuel Jiejal s,uolus 108)04d

juswabeuepy ys1y Aioreinboy

S3IIAIIOY JUSLIND SRy JUSWUIBAOL

EC 000124006



297

1060°DV-IV NS

's314 (g) pue ‘sesIaIas apisINo jo 1809 (1) 1196|)Ja1 SIaqiunu 801nosey ssiopd |B12IBWILOD PUE SIUSAD JBUISIXD
0} 9suodsal u) swyy JaA0 pashipe s| senss) 91)193ds 0} UOPEIOJIE B2IN0SAY "SINAIOE JUBLIND Jo Joysdeus e s) Syl 9J0N

(eidoad g ‘M00S5$)
sjuswa|a MJomiau Juaquunous 10} Buioud ajesajoym 0] $sadoe
9jqeus jey) Sg3 Joj spuswaaibe uonosuuodIsiul aienobaN

(eydoad
Z "M001$) sweiboid uonebaibbe jedioiunw jo Juswdojorsp
ul }sisse 0} sdiysuone|al pue woddns Alojenbal apinoid

(erdoad ¢ “Y005$) siueld Jomod Jo uswdojerap
pue uonaauuodsdul ‘Bunis 10} Boddns Aloyejnbal apinoid

(e1doed z ‘0$) J9d Jo 8es Joj woddns Aiojeinbau apinoid
jioddng jeag

SOIJIAI}OY JUBLINY SllejY JUBWULLIDAOL)

EC 000124007



298

1060"DV-IY N§

's3 14 (Z) pue ‘sadiAlas apIsING 40 1500 (1) 1198)381 S1eGUNY 82IN0SoY 'SenoLd |B1218WILOD PUE S)UBAS |EUIB)XS 0}
asuadsal u) awy J9A0 pajsnipe S| sanss| 9519ads 03 UOHEOO|L 82IN0SBY *SBINAJIOR JUBLIND JO Joysdeus & i SiyL :8JON

(eidoad 9 ‘WINL$) OLEIUQO pUE OIUO
‘epena| ‘sexa] ul sbuiuado yoxiew AoLosje |1eyal uoddng

slapjoysyels 1Byl —

SIBUOISSILIWOY saliiin dliqnd dle)s —
SIOUIBAOS) —

(30a/0434) vonensiuwpy —
ssalbuoy —

(e1doad 61 ‘NINES) suoneziuebip
uoissiwsuel ] |euolbay Inoj 8)eald 0} dAlenul DYJ4 Moddng

Aoeoonpy

SOIAIJOY JUBLINY SJlelY JUSWUIBAOL)

EC 000124008



299

1060-OV-IY NS

's3 14 (Z) pue 'sad1A19s SpISINO J0 1500 (|) }108}8) SIeqUINU 82IN0S8Y "SanIold |2)215UIIOD PUE SJUBAS [eUIBIXD
0} asuodsal U awj} loao paysn(pe si sanss| oidads 0} UOHEDO||E 2DINOSIY SBIIANDR JUBLND J0 Joysdeus e sy siyl :8Jo0N

(uosied | ‘HGZ$) Hosalisel o Jopiroid se
suopnoesueds) [enuaiod ajejioe) 01 S|eIOILO BUBJUO Yim BUIOp

(uosiad | ‘Yog1$) 108foud |99 [9NY.000°000°VZ 1S
Joj Buipuny a)e1s ulelqo 0} S|BIDIJO IND1JOBUUO0YD) YJIM BUIOAA

(uostad | MGz$)

(9002/9 ubnouyy yruow Jad 000‘000°Z$ Aldlewixoidde s| puewap
10BHUOD) 0OSed |3 0} Ajioeded oiwouooaun Jo Aep/loiN 2

}oeq uiny o) Buipaasold HyT4 e Jo sadidsne ayj Jopun BUPIOAA

uoneuibLio

SOI}IAIJOY JUBLINY SJieyy JUBWUIDAOL)

EC 000124009



300

1060-DV-IY NS

¢00¢ 100C

000¢C 6661

196png g
pojeal) enjeA N

V061

106png 'S\ pajesln anjeA :Slieyy JUSWUIDAO0L)

(nn$

EC 000124010



301

1060-DV-IV NS

uoljw °061$ -

uoliw L §
uoiiw 0°'GZ $
uoliw 60 ¢
uoiiw 0L §
uolw gL ¢
uollw gz ¢
uonw Gz $
uolw 9'¢ $
uolw 6°¢ $
uoniw 9'G ¢
uoliw 09 ¢
uonpw 62 ¢
uoliw ¢'¢Z$
uoliw 9°9Z$
uoniw 0°6Z$
uoHiiw g°'05$

anjep

fejoL

eunuabiy — L00Z/601 uonN|osey

BlAljog ‘9a10a(] swaldng sepalsuel |
811 04 LO2Y3I-ddS

leaQ obe10iS seD 99ASd ~ INdT
voljessuasy poddng yexie ABisugisii
98BJ 1800 papueng —jueled/NX1L
J8JJO piepuelg diND

uonebalbby DN

a)ndsiq seo |enos

sSpunydy UosSpny jeausn

001 OSIAN

104 1S9 YN

siawoisng y(q 4o} 9b.1eyoing ypmn/oc oN
389d 40§ @b1eyoing YMM/DE JO uonedojy
jusuwiapies YAL-ING3T

MOY NIomisN Sg3

jo9foad

100¢ "des -

000¢

dog ‘pajeas) anjep vo3

EC 000124011



302

NEsn2 )

ol g'e0) $ = 9bueyd 83uid jo ypw 4od LS ‘YML 8°€0L 40 [e3O1

(060-DV-IV NS

T [ (s )

(569 '¢)

(L6801}

(LoT*91)

L9}

(16 11)

(6v8°61)

[T5) B_

ddW 30dN

dds

L]

IO

olol

N WA

o

otk

0

(oo’

S looo

- (000

- (000"

tovn*

o1

Ts)

(uoiBay DYHAN Ag ‘L00Z "AON ‘UMD [BUIWION Sy |1e}oY)
3 Aq pabeuepy ysiy jo ajdwexy aAnejuasasday

VO

EC 000124012



303

FindLow

WWW.FINDLAW.COM

Ci i on Governmental Affairs
UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
SOUTHERN DISTRICT OF TEXAS EXHIBIT #A-5

HOUSTON DIVISION

UNITED STATES SECURITIES
AND EXCHANGE COMMISSION,

Plaintiff, Civil Action No. H-02-3127
v. COMPLAINT

MICHAEL J. KOPPER,

Defendant.

Plaintiff Securities and Exchange Commission (the “Commission") for its Complaint alleges as
follows:

SUMMARY

1. The defendant Michael J. Kopper, a former employee of Enron Corp., engaged, along with
others, in a self-enriching scheme to defraud Enron’s security holders through the use of certain
off-balance-sheet entities.

2. By his conduct, Kopper, directly and indirectly, engaged in acts, practices, and courses of
business that violated, and unless enjoined may again violate, Section 10(b) of the Securities
Exchange Act of 1934 ("Exchange Act") [15 U.S.C. § 78j{b)] and Rule 10b-5 thereunder [17
C.F.R. § 240.10b-5].

3. The Commission requests that this Court permanently enjoin Kopper from viofating the
foregoing federal securities laws, prohibit him permanently and unconditionally from acting as an
officer or director of any issuer of securities that has a class of securities registeredpursuant to
Section 12 of the Exchange Act or that is required to file reports pursuant to Section 15(d) of such
Act, order him fo disgorge gains. from the viclations, and order such other and further relief as the
Court may deem appropriate.

JURISDICTION AND VENUE

4, The Court has jurisdiction over this action pursuant to Sections 21(d}, 21(e), and 27 of the
Exchange Act [15 U.S.C. §§ 78u(d) and (e) and 78aa].

5. Venue lies in this District pursuant to Section 27 of the Exchange Act [15 U.S.C. § 78aa]
because certain acts or transactions constituting the viclations occurred in this District.

8. In connection with the acts, practices, and courses of business alleged herein, Kopper, directly
or indirectly, made use of the means and instruments of transportation and communication in
interstate commerce, and of the mails and of the facilities of a national securities exchange.

7. Kopper, untess restrained and enjoined by this Court, will continue to engage in transactions,
acts, practices, and courses of business as set forth in this Complaint or in similar illegal acts and
practices.
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DEFENDANT

8. Michael J. Kopper, age 37, resides in Houston, Texas. Kopper held various positions at Enron
from approximately 1994 through July 2001. For most of that time, Kopper reported to Enron's
Chief Financial Officer ("CFO™). Between January 2000 and July 2001, Kepper also was a
managing director of LIM2 Capital Management. In late July 2001, Kopper left Enron to run LiM2
Co-Investments LP, an affiliate of entities that Kopper purchased from Enron's CFO for
approximately $16.5 million.

CORPORATIONS INVOLVED

9. Enron Corp. is an Oregon corporation with its principal place of business in Houston, Texas.
During the relevant time period, the common stock of Enron was registered with the Commission
pursuant to Section 12(b) of the Exchange Act and traded on the New York Stock Exchange.
Among other businesses, Enron was engaged in the purchase and sale of natural gas,
construction and ownership of pipelines and power facilities, provision of telecommunication
services, and frading in contracts to buy and sell various commodities. Prior to December 2,
2001, Enren was reportedly the seventh largest corporation in the United States. On December 3,
2001, Enron filed for bankruptey protection under Chapter 11 of the U.S. Bankruptcy Code.

FACTUAL ALLEGATIONS

Enron's Use of Off-Balance-Sheet Special Purpose Entities

10. Starting in at least the early 1990's, Enron funded certain of its investments by entering into
arrangements with outside third parties. These joint investments typically were structured as
separate, special purpose entities ("SPEs") to which Enron and other investors confributed assets
or other consideration. Enron's treatment of the entities for financial statement purposes was
subject to accounting rules that governed whether an entity should be consolidated in its entirety
(including its assets and liabilities) onto Enron's balance sheet, or should be treated as an
investment by Enron in a separate entity not under Enron's control. With respect to certain
entities, Enron management preferred the latter resuit - known as "off-balance-sheet"- because it
enabled Enron to present itself more attractively as measured by criteria favored by Wall Street
investment analysts and credit rating agencies.

11. Enron engaged in myriad SPE and other transactions that were structured to achieve off-
balance-sheet treatment. Under applicable accounting rules, an SPE could receive off-balance-
sheet freatment only if independent third-party investors contributed at least three percent of the
SPE's capital, and the third party investment were genuinely at risk, among other things. If the
third party were not truly independent, or its investment were not truly at ¢isk, consolidation of the
SPE onto Enron's balance sheet would be required.

12. Starting in at least early 1997, Kopper and others devised a scheme to defraud Enron's
security holders by enriching themselves through the use of certain Enron SPEs. Some of these
SPEs were not eligible for off-balance-sheet treatment because the supposedly independent third
party investors were controlled by the CFC, Kopper, and others and because the third party
"investment" was not at risk, since Enron, the CFO, Kopper, or others provided the funds to be
invested or guaranteed the investment against risk of loss. Thus, these SPEs should have been
consolidated onto Enron's balance sheet.

13. Enron nevertheless engaged in various transactions with these SPEs that were designed {o
improve its apparent financial results. Meanwhile, Kopper and others used their simultaneous
influence over Enron's business operations and the SPEs as a means fo secretly and unlawfully
generate millions cf dollars for themselves and others.



305

DR
14. In early 1997, Enron's holdings included a number of California wind farms that were partly
owned by an Enron subsidiary named ZOND. At the time, California and federal energy
regulations granted substantial economic benefits fo alternative energy facilities that met certain
requirements, including a requirement that they not be owned by public utilities("quaiifying
facilities," or "QF"). Because Enron was in the process of purchasing a public utility, Portland
General Electric, its wind farms would become ineligible for QF status unless ZOND's interests
were sold.

15. In approximately May 1997, Kopper and others devised a scheme to enrich themselves and
to enable Enron to retain secret control over the California wind farms while appearing to maintain
eligibility for QF status. Enron's CFO and Kopper caused the creation of SPEs known as "RADR
ZWS, LLC," and "RADR ZWS MM, LLC" (collectively, "RADR") which purchased ZOND's interest
in the wind farms. RADR was funded mainly with a $16.4 million loan from an Enron subsidiary.
Rather than seek independent third party equity investors, and to insure that Enron effectively
monitored control over the wind farms, Enron's CFO and Kopper contacted several of their
personal friends, including a friend of the Enron CFO's wife, Kopper's domestic partner, and a
Houston real estate broker.

16. The Enron CFO arranged to fund some of the friends' “investments” by making an unsecured
personal loan to Kopper, who in turn made unsecured loans to the friends, so that they could
"invest” in RADR. It was understood that the friends would repay Kopper with distributions from
their RADR "investments," and Kopper would in turn repay Enron's CFO. It was further
understood that, at some time in the future, Enron would repurchase the RADR entities. The
repurchase price would increase over time, so that the longer it took Enron to repurchase RADR,
the higher the price it would have to pay. The RADR transaction was a model for later
transactions, which came to be known within Enron as “Friends of Enron” deals. 17. Between
August 1997 and July 2000, RADR generated approximately $2.7 miillion in distributions to the
investors. [n July 2000, Enron repurchased the RADR entities, resulting inan additional gain of
approximately $1.8 million to the investors. Two of the investors were directed by Kopper to
transfer portions of their proceeds to various individuals. Among those who recsived money were
Enron’s CFO, Kopper, several of their family members, and various Enron employees and their
family members.

Chewco

18. In 1993, Enron and the California Public Employees' Retirement System ("CALPERS")
entered into a joint venture investment partnership called Joint Energy Development Limited
Partnership ("JEDI"). Enron was the general partner of JEDI and contributed $250 million in
Enron stock; CALPERS was the limited partner and coniributed $250 million in cash. Enron did
not consolidate JEDI onto its balance sheet and did not include JEDI's debit in its financial
statements.

19. In the summer of 1997, Enron began to seek a buyer for CALPERS' share of the JEDI
partnership so that CALPERS would agree to invest-additional funds in an even larger
partnership to be called JEDI [l. CALPERS imposed a deadline of November 6, 1997 for the
buyout.

20. In November 1997, Enron formed Chewco, an SPE, te buy out CALPERS' JEDI interest.
Enron's CFO initially sought to become Chewco's generai partner, but substituted Kopper when it
bacame clear that Enron otherwise would have to disclose publicly the CFQ's participation.

21. After falling to find investors willing to provide the required 3-percent outside equity for
Chewco before the November 6, 1997 deadline, Enron arranged to fund the buyout temporarily
through "bridge” loans from Barclays Bank PLC ("Barclays") and Chase ManhattanBank
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("Chase"). Each bank loaned $191.5 million to Chewco, with repayment guaranteed by Enron,
and Chewco used those loan proceeds to buy CALPERS' interest in JEDL.

22. Because Chewco had no genuine outside equity investment, and because Enron guaranteed
Barclays and Chase against risk of loss, Chewco did not comply with SPE rules. Enron thus
planned, for financial reporting purposes, to replace the bridge financing before year end with
another structure that would qualify Chewco as an SPE with sufficient outside equity.

23. Chewco's structure at year-end again failed to meet SPE requirements. Its permanent
financing structure consisted of a $240 mijfion loan from Barclays guaranteed by Enron, a $132
million advance from JEDI to Chewco under a revolving credit agreement, and approximately
$11.49 million as an apparent equity investment from Chewco's general and limited partners.
However, Enron structured the transaction so that $11.03 million of the supposed outside equity
was actually borrowed from Barclays by various entities controlled by Kopper. The loan was
secured by approximately $8.58 million in cash that was generated by JEDI's November 1997
sale of an asset. Those funds were held in accounts that were fully pledged to Barclays, meaning
that Barclays was partly protected against risk of loss. The remaining "outside equity” consisted
of $125,288 provided by Kopper and his domestic partner.

24. From December 1997 through December 2000, Kopper received various payments relating to
Chewco, which he secretly shared with Enron's CFO. Kopper received a total of approximately
$1.5 million in "management fees" relating fo Chewco, which he shared with Enron's CFO mainly
through checks payable to members of the CFO's family. In December 1998, Enron's CFO
caused Enron to pay a $400,000 "nuisance fee" to Chewco as compensation for agreeing to
amend JEDI's partnership agreement. Kopper transferred approximately $67,2240f the nuisance
fee back to Enron’s CFO, again through checks written to the CFO or members of his family. In
addition, Kopper paid the CFO's wife approximately $54,000 for acting as a Chewco
administrative assistant.

25. In March 2001, Enron bought Chewco's limited parinership interest in JEDI and consolidated
JEDI onto its financial statements. Enron’s CFO approved a purchase price of $35 million, of
which Kopper and his domestic partner received approximately $3 million. In September 2001,
Enron's CFO authorized a further $2.6 million “tax indemnity payment" to Chewco, which Kopper
subsequently transferred to an account under his control.

Southampton

26. still another SPE formed by Enron was a partnership called LIM Cayman, L.P. ("LJM
Cayman"). Enron's CFO invested $1 million in LJM Cayman and was granted by Enron a limited
waiver of Enron's conflict of interest rules so he could run LJM Cayman as its general partner.
LJM Cayman had two limited partners, an entity owned by Credit Suisse First Boston ("CSFB")
and an entity owned by National Westminster Bank ("NatWest”). Each invested.$7.5 million.

27. In June 1999, Enron entered into a transaction in which a third party assigned more than
three million Enron shares to LJM Cayman. In retumn, Enron received promissory notes and a
"put" option on shares Enron owned in Rhythms NetConnections, Inc. ("Rhythms"). The Rhythms
put option was issued by LUM Cayman's subsidiary, LIM Swap Sub, L.P. ("Swap Sub"}), and
purported to give Enron the right to sell, or put, its Rhythms shares to Swap Sub for a set price on
certain future dates. Because Swap Sub was capitalized primarily with Enron shares, it would be
unable to afford to pay Enron for the put option if its Enron shares fell below acertain price.

28. During the first quarter of 2000, both Enron and Rhythms shares increased in price, making
Swap Sub's main asset (its Enron shares) more valuable while substantially decreasing its
potential liability on the Rhythms put option. Thus, Swap Sub had far more value than previously.
In approximately February 2000, Kopper, three NatWest barkers, and others devised and later
executed a scheme to defraud Enron and others by: (i) causing Enron to pay $3¢ million to buy
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out, or "unwind," the banks' interests in Swap Sub; (ii} causing NatWest to accept only $1 million
for its interest in Swap Sub, while representing to Enron that NatWest was getting $20 million,
and (i) splitting the $19 million balance among themselves and certain Enron and LJM
employees.

29. To carry out the scheme, Kopper and others caused Enron to pay $30 million (purportedly
allocated $20 miltion to NatWest and $10 million to CSFB) to unwind Swap Sub. That purchase
price was based on the Enron CFO's false representation to Enron that NatWest and CSFB had
agreed to sell their interests in Swap Sub for $20 million and $10 million, respectively. in fact,
NatWest received only $1'million and had agreed to receive this sum based on
misrepresentations and fraudulent conduct of its cwn employees, who sought to skim profits that
should have gone to NatWest,

30. As a result, the three NatWest bankers who participated in the scheme received
approximately $7.3 million. The balance of the funds went to investors in an entity called
Southampton LP ("Southampton"), which Kopper created. The Southampton "investors” were
Kopper, who contributed $25,000 and caused Chewco to loan another $750,000, and received
approximately $4.5 million, a purparted charitable foundation in the name of the CFO's
family,which contributed $25,000 and received approximately $4.5 million, and five Enron and
LJM employees chosen by Kopper and the CFO, who contributed a total of less than $20,000 and
received a total of approximately $3.3 milfion.

CLAIM FOR RELIEF

Violation of Section 10(b) of the Exchange Act {15 U.S.C. § 78j(b)]
and Rule 10b-5 thereunder [17 C.F.R. § 240.10b-5]

31. Paragraphs 1 through 30 are realleged and incorporated by reference herein.

32. As set forth more fully above, Kopper, directly or indirectly, by use of the means or
instrumentalities of interstate commerce, or by the use of the mails and of the facilities of a
national securities exchange, in connection with the purchase or sale of securities: has employed
devices, schemes, or ariifices to defraud, has made untrue statements of material facts or omitted
to state material facts necessary in order to make the statements made, in the light of the
circumstances under which they were made, not misleading, or has engaged in acts, practices, or
courses of business which operate or would operate as a fraud or deceit upon any person.

33. By reason of the foregoing, Kopper violated Section 10(b}) of the Exchange Act [15 U.S.C. §
78j(b)], and. Rule 10b-5 thereunder {17 C.F.R. § 240.10b-5].

JURY DEMAND

34. The Commission demands a jury in this matter.
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PRAYER FOR RELIEF
WHEREFORE, the Commission respectfully requests that this Court:
A. Grant a Final Judgment of Permanent injunction restraining and enjoining Kopper from
violating Section 10(b) of the Exchange Act and Rule 10b-5 thereunder; prohibitinghim
permanently and unconditionally from acting as an officer or director of any issuer of securities
that has a class of securities registered pursuant to Section 12 of the Exchange Act or that is
required to file reports pursuant to Section 15(d) of such Act; and ordering him to pay
disgorgement of profits described herein; and
B. Grant such other and additional relief as this Court may deem just and proper.

Dated: August ___, 2002

Respectfully submitted,

Stephen M. Cutler
Director, Enforcement Division

Linda Chatman Thomsen
Deputy Director, Enforcement Division

Charles J. Clark
Assistant Director, Enforcement Division

Luis R. Mejia

Assistant Chief Litigation Counsel
Attorney-in-Charge, Plaintiff
Securities and Exchange Commission
450 Fifth Street, N.W.

Washington, DC 20549-0911

Phone: (202) 942-4744 (Mejia)

Fax: (202) 942-9569 (Mejia)
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L EXHIBIT #A-6
FindLaw UNITED STATES COURTS
WWW . FINDLAW.GOM ONITED STATES DISTRICT COURT SQUTHERND%:I?CTGFTE’AS
SOUTHERN DISTRICT OF TEXAS D
HOUSTON DIVISION AUB 20 2002
UNITED STATES OF AMERICA g WCHAEL N, MILBY, CLERK OF COURT
. § Cr. No, H-02- )
§ Violationg: 18 U.8.C. §§ 1956(h), 1957 and
§ §371 {(Money Laundering Conspiracy;
§ Conspiracy 1o Coramit Wire Frand)
MICHAEBL 1. KOPPER §

norMATION  H ™ 02-: 0560
The Acting United States Attorney charges: v
1. Atall times relevant to this Informetion, Enren Corp. ("Baron™) was a publicly-
traded Oregon corporation With its headquarters in Houston, Texas. Among other businesses,
Enron was engaged in the purchase snd sale of natural gas, constraction and ownership of
pipelines and power facilities, provision of talecommunication services, and trading i contracts
o buy and sefl various copmodities. Before Decernber 2, 2001, Boron was the seventh largest
corporation in the United States.
2. The defendant MECHABL J. KOPPER was a2 resident of Houston, Texas and held
varioys positions at Brvon from approximately 1994 through July 2001 For much of that time,
KOPPER reported to Baron's Chief Binancial Officer (“Enron's CFO”).  Between January 2000
and July 2001, KOPPER also was 2 managing director of LIM2 Capital Management. In late
July 2001, KOPPER left Exron to nin LIW2 Co-Tavestrnents LP, an affiliate of entities that
KOPPER purchased from Bnron’s CFO for spproximately $16.5 million.
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A. Enrop's Use of Off Balgnce-S eeial ose Bntitl

3, Starting in at least the early 1990, Bnron fouded certain of its investments by
entering into arrangements with outside third parties. These joint investments typically were
structured as separate entities to which Buron and other investors contributed assets or othar
consideration. Bnron's treatment of the entities for finaucial stateroent purposes was subject to
accounting riles that governed whether an entity should be consolidated in its entirety (including
its assets and liabilities) onto Enron's balance sheet, or should be treated as an mvestment by
Euron in a separate entity not under Earon's control. Enron management preferred the latter
resolt — known a3 “off-balance-sheet”- becauiye it enabled Enron to pregent itsslf mere
attractively as measured by criteria favored by Wall Strect investment analysts and credit rating
agengies.

4. Enron engaged in myriad transactions that were structured to achieve off-balance-

sheet treatment.  Many of those transactions were structured using “special purpose entites™
(“SPEs"). Under apphcable accounting rales, an SPE could raceive off-balance-sheet wearment
only #f independent third-party investors contribured at least 3-percent of the SPE’s capital, and
the third-party investmnent iy genuinely at risk, among other things.  If the thitd party was not
truly independent, or its investment was not truly at risk, consolidation of the SPE onto Enron’s
balance sheet would be required.

5 Starting in at least eatly 1997, Baron’s CFO, KOPPER, and others devised 3 scheme
to defraud Enron and its sharsholders by enriching themselves through the use of certain Enron

SPEs. Some of these SPEs were not eligible for off-balance~sheet treatment because the

2
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supposedly independent third party investors were controlled by the CFO, KOPPER, and others
and beenuse the thivd party “investment” was pot at risk, since Buron, the CFO, KOPPER, or
others provided the finds 1o be Invested or guaranteed the investment against risk of loss. Thus,
these SPBs should have been consolidated onto Enron’s balance sheet.

4, Enronnevertheless engaged in various transactions with these SPEs that were
designed to improve its apparent financial results, or to circumvent regulatory requirements by
having an SPE do what Enron itself could not, Meanwhile, Enron’s CFO, KOPPER, and others
uged their sipnitancous mfluence over Enrou's business operations and the SPEs as a means to
secretly and unlawfully generate millions of dollars for themselves and others.

B. RADR

7. Inearly 1997, Boron’s holdings included a number of California wind farons thar
wore partly owned by an Boros subsidiary named ZOND. At the time, California and federal
energy regulations granted substantial cconomic benefits 10 alternative energy facilities that met
certain roquiraments and were not owned by publie utiities (Mqualifying facilities”, or “QFs™).
Becanse Enron was in the process of purchasing a public utility, Portland General Bleetric, its
wind farms would become ineligible for QF status unless ZOND's interests were sold.

% In approximarely May 1957, Enron’s CFO, KOPPER, and others devised a scheme
1o carich themselves and erable Brron to retain secrct control over the California wind farms
‘while appearing to maintain eligibility for QF status. Boron’s CFO and KOPPER caused the
creation of SPEs known as "RADR ZWS, LLC,” and “RADR ZWS MM, LLC” (collectively,
“RADR") which purchased ZONIDY's intercst in the wind farms. RADR wes funded mainly with

a $16.4 million loan from an Enron subsidiary. Rather than sesk independent third party equity
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investers, and to ensure that Enron effectively maintained control over the wind farms, Enron’s
CFO and KOPPER contacted several of their personsl friends, including 2 friend of the Enrcn
CFO’s wife, KOPPER’s domestic parter, and a Houston real estate broker.

9. Aspart of their schems to earich themselves through the use of Evron SPEs, Eoron'’s
CFO-aranged to fund some of the friends’ “nvestments” by making an unseeured personal loan
to XOPPER, who in turn made unsecured loans to the fifends so that they could “invest” in
RADR. [t was understood that the friends would repay KOPPER with distributions from their
RADR “investmens,” and KOPPER would in turn repay Enron's CFO. It was farther
understood that, at some time in the future, Enron would repurchase the RADR entities. The
repurchase price would increase over time, so that the longer #t tovk Enron to repurchase RADR,
the higher the price it would have to pay. The RADR transaction was a model for later
transactions, which came to be known within Enron as “Friends of Baron” deals.

10.  Berween Avgust 1997 and Joly 2000, RADR generated approximately $2.7 million
in distributions to the favestors. In July 2000, Buron repurchased the RADR entities, resulting
in an additional gain of approximately $1.8 million to the Ivestors, Two of the investors were
directed by KOPPER to transfer portions of their proceeds ta various individuals. Among those
who received money were Enron’s CFO, KOPPER, several of their family memnbers, and various
Ernron employees and their family merabers.

C  Chaves

11, Fa 1953, Enron and the Califorsia Public Employees' Reticement System
{“CALPERS™) entered into a joint venture investment partnership called Joint Boergy

Development Lirnited Partnership (“JEDE). Borop was the general partner of JEDI and
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conttibuted $230 millior in Bnton stocky CALPERS  the livited pastier and eontributed
5250 willion in cash.  Eoron did not consolidate JEDT onto its balages sheet and Jid not
inchsde JEDTS debdt in fts foancial stiferimes,

2. Inthe duoymier of 997 Foron begurita §eek  buyer for CALPERS share ofthe
IEDT pasdnership  that CALFERS would sgres 6 invest additionl fands i an even lnxger
prarimership 1o Be olled JBDET  CALPERS twposed  deadlne of Noverther 6, 597 foc t
byt

{3, InMovembse 1997 Baoren fopimed Chowes, sn SPE; to by out CALPERY JEDE
mterest.  Bayon CFU hitially soupht to become Chiewoo  goneral parfnér Bk substituted
KOPPER when ft bacuire slaar that Enrha otherwise would have tov discloge publicly the CFO
partisipation,

4 Afer fiiling to fud avistors willing 2 provide i raquived Jupevoont aut

ety for Cheweo Befbre the Movsmber 5, 997 deadlite, Biudi amanged o find the bayout
rermprcarily thedugh “hridpe™ loany Trom Berdlabs Bark PEC (Barcluys”) and Chase Miamkaitan
Bask “Chuse™  Hachbonk loanied§T  5anilfion to Chewso, with repayramt guarantond by
Boron, dud Chewes fised those hian procests to buy CALPERS nkeredr i IEDL

Buecange Cliswes had no genoine sutsils spiity vestinind, dad beesuse Biron

wevrntesd Baiclays 2nd Chise apainet tisk ofloss, Chewon didadt comply with SPE rulss

Trdon thits plasned, for Sriancial reportmy purpsses; to replace the idgs francing béfive year

enid with another strachure fhat would qualify Cheweo as ASPE with suffisisnt owtside sqiiy

16, CHSWED  structure bt yoir-end agai failed i naset SPE requirernzats, lis
perenaent Guanelng shictie consisted of | $340 million Joak from Rarclaye guaranteed by
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Sivon,  § 32 million advarcs froms TEDE o Chewen undor  vevolving credit sgreement, and
apprecunately 80 49rillonas  apparsef aquity ivestient fom Chewes  general sad
lrted vartsess.  However Brron strictwred the trénsaction so that 3 03 mnillion of the
sapposed cutside guty was achually borr ywad from Barc‘laﬁrs by warous cultitis contralled by
KOPPER.  The ldan was seoursd by approxmataly 58 58 nslhon i cush Sial was geoerated by
JEDY wmleof  asseb Those fuids were helil indctomnuty fhit wese fally pledged to Barcliys
faespiing thet Barclayy was pavtly protected ngmuwst rigk of loss,  The remeining. cutvide
aquity” conmered of 38 provided by KOPPER and bk domestic partans
7 B Devember 597 through Decenber 3000 KOPPER. received varitiuy payments

shning 15 Chewes which Hg seoratly shiarsd with o' CRO;  KOPPER remsived total
sparoxamately § m?ﬂian in “mnagement ek relating fo Chewes, which He shared witk
Erton. CFO mainly through shecks payable to mernbers of the CFOY family ¥ Decenber

8 Paron' CFOeavssd Bnih t5 pry 3900 000 “miisanee 188 to Chaw  ay sompensation
for sereeing 1o anesd IEDY  partmiership agresiment.  ROPPER toansforred approermataly
$E7.324 of thi irisante fee Fack 56 Brron’ CFO, apsin drough $h8eks weitten 1 the (R0 oz
mernbers ofhiz fmilly.  Jo addition, KOPERR paitthe RO wifk spproamately 554 000 555
acting ay »‘Ckﬁe?r wdmiinintraitve assistant,

e MAcEk 208 Baron bought Chewes  Brmitsd piriscihip itereid fu TRDY afid
coisolidated JBOT ont 168 Brontisl statements, Bnfori  CFOrappeoved  purchan price 6F 33
miltion, of which KOPPER-ad Wi domestie pitasd received approxhmatelr 35 W Y
Saptercher 30 Bovon  CFO auffiorizad  futher §2.6 million "ex indermnety paymeis”

Chewse, which KOPPER subsequently framsRrred to anancount wder his control,
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D.  Southampton

19.  Still another SPE formed by Baron was a partnership called LIM Cayman; L.P.
{“LIM Cayman”). Earon’s CFO invested $1 millicn in LJM Cayman and was granted by Enron
a limited waiver of Bnron’s conflict of interest rules so he could run LM Cayman as its general
partner. LIM Cayman had two limited partners, an entity owned by Credit Suisse First Boston
(“CSFB”) and an entity owned by National Westminster Bank (NafWest”) Each invested $7.5
million.

20. In June 1999, Enron entered into 2 transaction in which a third party assigned more
than three million Enron shares to LIM Cayman. In return, Baron received promissory notes and
a “put” option on shares Baron owned in Rhythms NetConnections, Inc. (“Rhythms”). The
Riythmms put option was issued by LIM Cayman's subsidiary, LIM Swap Sub, LP. (“Swap
Sub”), and purported to give Earon the right to sell, or put, its Rhythms shares to Swap Sub for a
set price on certain future dates. Because Swap Sub was capitalized primarily with Enron shares,
it would be unable to afford to pay Baron for the put option if its Enron shares fell below a
certain price.

21. During the first quarter of 2000, both Bnron aud Rhythms shares increased in price,
mzking Swap Sub’s main asset (its Enron shares) more valuable while substantially decreasing
its potential fiability on the Rhythms put option, Thus, Swap Sub had far more value than
previously. In approximately February 2000, Enron’s CFQO, KOPPER and three NatWest
bankers devised and later executed a scheme ta defraud Brron and others by: (i) causing Enron to
pay $30 million to buy out, or “unwind”, the baks’ interests in Swap Sub; (if) causing NatWest

to accept only $1 million for its interest in Swap Sub while representing to Envon that NatWest
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was getting 520 million: snd (i) splitting the $19 million balance among themselvesand cértain
Enr and LIM crployess

22 To out the schame, KOPPER, BEnron  CFO and others coused Engon - piay
%3 willion fo urowind Bwap Sub  Thet purehuse price was based  Hor CEO false
representation to Brron that NatWest and CSFB Had agreed to-sell thedr inmterests in Swap Sub for
$20tailion 4§  wallion, respéetively o fuct NatWest sosdved only $ million and had
apreed to Teceivethls sum based  misTepresentations and Rawddlent confurr of its
erployses who sougit {o skim profits that shaiild bive gone to NatWest.

93 As el the thrae WatWect hanlers who participated in the schems recarved
approsumately $7.3 milion,  The baluice of the fadds went to investors o entity called
Southarnpion LF (“Southampton™. which KOPPER erpated.  The Southampton wmvestars™

KO ER. wh  contributed 525,000 dnd cauced Cheweo to oan another § 000 and
recejved approxunstely 34 millisn,  pumported charitable fovndation In e of the CFO
farrily whish contributed $25 600 sadk revelved approximarely $4  mitfion: and five Boton and
TIM emplovaes chossn by ROPPRR and the C'F‘G, ~whip contributed  $otal of less than S20 000

and recaived  total of aporoximately §3  rnillion

| COUNT ONE-Cotepiracy fo Conrtt Wire Fraud

24, Parageaphs Three through Twenty Three of this Information an repeated and
realleged as ifilly  forfhi hie

I or ahout and between af feast May 997 and July 08 Both dates bemg
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approxmate aod mclusive, within the Southern District of Tewas and elsewhere, the defendant
MICHAEL 1. KOPPER
and othars, comspired to and did devise  scheme 3nd mriifice and 1o obtain fgoney by fase and
fFraudulent pratenses and to deprive Bnron and its sharsholders of thelr mtenpdble nght o
serporate smployee  honest services, aad for the pupn executin  such cheme anid anifice
fravismmted and caised 1 be transraiited by means of wire commmitation  interseate and
foreign cormamerce writings, signe, signals, pictrey and sounds 2l i violanon (f Tile
Unifted States Code, Sacticing 1343 and 1346
MEANS ANDNMETHODS

26 Awmong the means and metheds by sohich the defendant MICHARL 1. ROPPER and
hiz ¢o-conspirators would and dif earry  fhe conspiracy were these desctibed  parapraphe
Three through Twenty-Three of this Information,  well  others

OVERT ACTS

27 TInfustheranee fthe conspitacy and to éfféct the  Iects therse  within the
Sonthern THeirich of Texas and elewheére, the deferidont MICHABL KO PER and others did
compmt and ésnse ta he coramitted the following nvert 3ot amoni others

RADR

In  zbowr Muy 997 Bmon CFO wirad 34 000 to’KOPPRR.

b, I gboutMay 997 KOPPER wired$224,600  his domestic partmer and

$204 40010 Houston teal extats broker:
T or about Augnst 997, KOPPER wired S48 80ta Buron  CFO,

d. I or abiant Foly 2000 KOPPER’S divmestic partniy 2nd the Housten real estate



318

broker received wire tranufers  the amounts »f 85,260 and $827 AL respectively
T shout Augest 997 KOPPER and Brron CFO agresd  pay povtion
their RADR profits ta an Boron emmploves who assisted them with the RADR trarwaction.
Cheweo
f  On  zbout December 2% 998, KOPPER divected  wire travisfor  (he anmenint of
400,000 from Cheweo tn sceonnt controlled by KOPPER, vepresemting procesds f
‘mnisance fee? paid by Enmg iy Chewen
g On or aboit Decerber 208, KOPPER wrnte checkayoraling 83 724 payshls to
Prren CFO  wife and childron
B On shows Angust 14, 000, KOPPER received  wire transfar from Chewes  the
armpount »F$) NS §00
i On  shout May 6,200 KOPPER received  wire transfer fom Chewe  inthe
artunt of 2,582,064
O about May 6, 200 EOPPER  domedts partmer resgived  wire fransfer fam
Chew  inthe amount of ¥4  RE 22
Lk Oh  zbout September 200 KOPPERvreceived wire wansfer fom Chewen

he amotnt F52,625 000, representing provesds of  “tex inderrmity” pavrnent mads by Edron 1

Chewta
O o about March 4, 2000 Burn  CFOroatwith NatWest banker  the Caymun
Istarids.

m  Onorsbout Mareh 2000 NatWeet bankar faxved  letter from London, England
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to KOPPER in Houston, Texas stating that NatWest would sell its interest in SwapSubto a
company controlled by KOPPER for §1 million.

o Onor about March 16, 2000, KOPPER met with 8 NatWest banker in New York.

0. Onor abont April 25, 2000, a NatWest banker cansed a wire transfer of $251,993
from an account in England to an account controlled by KOPEER in Houston, Texas.

p.  Onor about May 1, 2000, KOPPER caused 2 wire transfer of $7,352,626 fom
Houston, Texas to an account in the Caymnan Islands controlled by one of the NatWest bankers.

¢ Onor sbout May 1, 2000, KOPPER caused a wire transfer of $1,040,744 taan
account controlled by an Envon emplayee.

r.  On or about May 1, 2000, KOPPER caused a wire transfer of $4,466,189 toan
account in the name of Eoron’s CFQ’s purperted charitable foundation.

s ) On or about May 1, 2000, KOPPER caused 2 wire transfor of $4,466,189 into an
account that he controlled.

All in violation of Title 18, United States Code, Section 371,

€Ol T dering Conspi

28, The allégations in paragraphs Thres through Twenty-Three of this Information are
realleged as if fully set forth here.

29, Inor sbout and between at least May 1597 and July 2001, within the Southern
District of Texas and elsewhere, the defendant

MICHAEL J. KOPPER

and others, conspired to knowingly engage in monetary transactions, namely, deposits,

withdrawals, mranafers and exchanges in and affecting interstate or foreign commerce, in
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crimmally derivad praperty of  valne greater than $ 0,000 said property bein derived from
specified nlawhul sctivity namoly, wire faitd, fn violanon of Tile 8, United States Code
Section 957
70 Itwas oart of the consoirasy thet,  or about and hetween July 997 and Septewher
o KDP?ER and thers enpaged in monstary frabshttions mve ving drihinally decived
profesty from the RADR trangaction thie mrded gpprosamately $4.4 raiflion,

j1d fisrther part fthe consprracy that. in sbour and berween No verober 957
and September 200 KQFPER. and ethers engaged in tonstary transactions involving criminally
derived property relating to the Cheweo transaction that totaled appraturnately et

Trwas further part of the conspiracy that, 1 or about May 2000 KOPPER snd
athers engaged ig monetary transactions tvolving crmmally derfeed propany relatme 16 the

tharmpton tansaction that tolaled spprovimately $19.6 million.

Allinviolation of Title  United Statés Cods,. ections 956k, atid
FORFEITORRALLEGATION 8U. C A NG U L 246 Criminal
Forfeiturs)

The gllegattions  talned m Connt One of this angimali ave figrechy reatleged and
incorperated hersin for the purpose  alleging feféiiure pursuan foth proviswems of Titl
Uniifed States Cods, ection 8 &) € and Title 28, United States Code, Secti 248

A result af the ffepse allsged in Count One, the defendant.

MICHAEBL J. KOPPER
<hall forfeit to th Tinited States, purstdnt to Title 8, United States Cods,  ecrfon 3% @ HE)

AT 28, United States Cads, Secti 348, '¢), anypropaly real  personal, which
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constitutes and is derived from proceeds traceable to the commission of said offense, including

but not limited to the following:

A. BANK ACCOUNTS

Bonk Name
JPMorgen/Chase
Paine Webber

Sunlife Assuranee Co.
ofCanada

Fidslity Spartan Mmuicipal
Money Market FS{

Charles Schwib
Charles Schwab
15t Union Security
Chase Bask

TP Morpan

Chase Bank
Sterling

Sterling

Account #
Q6318300-8
HS-75406-E1

021252414601

Acct ¥UNK.

13209323
11042180
001-H01-3839-6161
654-05023866
340160
Q62603-00-8
159006385
159006893

B. REALPROPERTY

Aoupt e Retraln.
54,610,208,51
$1,374,744.00

$300,000

$218,326,60

%45,000
§500,000
$916,137.00
57,650,838.13
§7,699,838.13
$1,420,00
$6,376,000

$130,000

Aseount Holder

Fostow Famil‘yFnundaliOn
Ksistina Mordaumt
Kristioa Mordavns

Kathy Lynn

Anne Yeager

Potor Fastow

Ben Glisan Jr.

Lez W & Andrew S. Fastow
Lea W & Andpew S, Fastow
Laa W & Androw S. Fastow
Copital Growth Holding
Cepinl GP Holding

All that lot or parcel of land, together with its buildings, appurtenances, improvements,

fixtures, attachments and easemnents, located at the following:

Property

3005 Del Monte

Houston, Texas 77018

Lt3,Bk31,
River Oaks Secl,

Harris County, Texas -

Ownper

Andrew and Lea Fastow
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4531 W. Alabarma St. Kristina Mary Mordaunt and
Houston, Texas 77027 Robert V. Ulsh Jr.

113 Blk 4 Afton Oaks Sec 1

Harris County, Texas Chase Bank

C. PERSONAL PROPERTY - VEHICLE
Property Qumer
2000 Lexus  VIN JT6G/f10USY0078539 R. Vance Ulsh Jr.
35, If any of the property described hesein as being subject to forfeiture, as a result of
any act or omission of the defendant:
a. cannot be located upon the exercise c_>f dne diligence;
b. has been transferred or sold to or depasited with, 2 third person;
c has been placed heyond the jurisdiction of the Court;
4 has been substantially diminished in value; or
e. has been commingled with Gﬂle.l: :gtoperty which cannot be subdivided
without difficuity;
then any and all interest MICHAEL J. KOPPER has in other property shall be vested in the
United States and forfeited to the United States pursuant to Title 18, United States Code, Section
982(b)(1), including $4 mmillion from Charles Schwab sccount ntmber 3962-3986 in the name of
LIM2 Capital Management, LP, which represents substitute assets for criminally derived
property.
All in violation of United States Code, Sections 1343 and 371.

14
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FORFEITURE ATLEGATION:
(18 US.C. § 982(a)(1)-- Criminal Forfeiture)

36. The allegations contained in Count Two of this Information are hereby realleged and
incorporated herein for the purpose of alleging forfeiture pursuant to the provisions of Title 18,
United States Code, Section 982(a)(1).

37, As aresult of the offense alleged in Count Two, the defendant

MICHAEL J. KOFPPER
shall forfeit to the United States, pursuant to Title 18, United States Code, Section 982(a)(1), any
property, real or personal, involved in such offense, or any property traceable to such property,
including but not limited to the following:

A BANK ACCOUNTS

B ame Acooupt§ Amount to Restenin Account Hoider
TPMorgan/Chase Q65183003 $4,610,208.91 Fastow Fanaily Foundation
Paine Webbar HS75406-E $1,374,744.00 Kristing Mord=iat

Sunlife Assarunes Co. 021252414601 $300,000 Keistina Mordaunt

of Canada

Fidslity Sparten Municipsl ~ Acct#UNK 5218,326.60 KathyLyna

Monsy Murket PST

Charles Schwab 13205323 845,000 Anne Yeager

Charlez Schwab 11042180 $500,000 Peter Fastow

15t Union Security 001-HO}-3839-6161 £916,137.00 Ben Glisan Jr.

Chase Bank $554-05023866 $7,699,838.13 Lea W & Agdrew S, Fastow
TP Morgan 340160 $7,699,838,13 Lea W & Androw 8 Fastow
Chase Bank Q62603008 $1,420,00 Lea W & Andeow S. Fastow
Sterling 155006885 6,570,000 Cepital Growth Holding
Sterliag 159006893 $130,000 Capital GP Holding

15
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B. REAL PROPERTY
All that lot or parcel of land, together with jts buﬂdixié's, appurtenances, improvements,

fixtures, attachments and easernents, located at the following:

Property Owner
. 3005 Del Monte ) Andrsw and Lea Fastow
Houston, Texas 77019
Lt3, Bk 31,
River Oaks Secl,
Harris County, Texas
4531 W. Alabama St. Kristma Mary Mordaunt and
Houston, Texas 77027 Robert V. Ulsh JIr.

Lt 3 Blk 4 Afron Oaks Sec 1
Hasris County, Texas Chase Bank

C. PERSONAL PROPERTY - VBHICLE

FProperty Qumer
2000 Lexus  VIN JT6G/f10USY0078539 R. Vance Ukh Jr.

38, Ifany of the property described herein as being subject to forfeiture, as a result of
any act or omission of the defendant:
a cannot be locared upon the exercise of due diligence;
b. hag been transferred or sold to m-deposned with, 2 third persom;
c has been placed beyond the furisdiction of the Courr;
d. has been substantially diminished in value; or,
e has been commingled with other propesty which cannot be sebdivided
without difficulty;

then any and all interest MICHAREL J. KOPPER has in other property shall be vested in the

16
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United States and forfeited to the United States pursuant to Title 18, United States Code, Section
982(b)(1), including 34 million from Charles Schwabaccorit mumfber 3062-3986 in the name of
LIM2 Capital Management, LP, which represents substitute assets for érinuhzlly derived
property.

All in violation of Title 18, United States Code, Sections 1956(h) and 1957,
DATED: Houston, Texas

August 20, 2002

JOSHUA HOCHBERG

Acting United States Attorney
Southemn District of Texas

vy _Leats B Calolurit
LESLIE R. CALDWELL E
Director, Baron Task Force

By: /ﬁm

OMAS A-HANUSIK " -
Trial Attorney, Briron Task Force

17
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EXHIBIT #A-7

UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
SOUTHERN DISTRICT OF TEXAS
HOUSTON DIVISION

UNITED STATES SECURITIES
AND EXCHANGE COMMISSION,
Plaintiff, : Civil Action No.
. :
COMPLAINT

ANDREW S. FASTOW,
JURY DEMANDED
Defendant.

Plaintiff Securities and Exchange Commission (the "Commission") for its Complaint
alleges as follows:

SUMMARY

1. The defendant, Andrew S. Fastow, the former Chief Financial Officer of Enron Corp.,
engaged in a fraudulent scheme to defraud Enron’s security holders and to enrich
himself and others. Fastow's fraudulent conduct involved entering into undisclosed side
deals, manufacturing of earnings through sham transactions, inflating the value of
Enron's investments, backdating documents, and other illegal acts.

2. The Commission requests that this Court permanently enjoin Fastow from violating
the federal securities laws cited herein, prohibit him permanently and unconditionally
from acting as an officer or director of any issuer of securities that has a class of
securities registered pursuant to Section 12 of the Securities Exchange Act of 1934
("Exchange Act") or that is required to file reports pursuant to Section 15(d) of such Act,
order him to disgorge ali ill-gotten gains, to pay civil penalties, to have the amount of
such penalties added to and become part of a disgorgement fund for the benefit of the
victims of Fastow's unlawful conduct, and order such other and further relief as the Court
may deem appropriate.

JURISDICTION AND VENUE

3. The Court has jurisdiction over this action pursuant to Sections 21(d), 21(e), and 27 of
the Exchange Act [15 U.S.C. §§ 78u(d) and () and 78aa] and Sections 20(b), 20(d)(1)
and 22(a) of the Securities Act of 1933 ("Securities Act”) [15 U.8.C. §§ 77t(b), 77t(d)(1)
and 77v(a)].

4. Venue lies in this District pursuant to Section 27 of the Exchange Act[15 U.S.C. §
78aa] and Section 22 of the Securities Act[15 U.S.C. § 77v(a)] because certain acts or
transactions constituting the violations occurred in this District.

5. In connection with the acts, practices, and courses of business alleged herein,
Fastow, directly or indirectly, made use of the means and instruments of transportation
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and communication in interstate commerce, and of the mails and of the facilities of a
national securities exchange.

6. Fastow, unless restrained and enjoined by this Court, will continue to engage in
transactions, acts, practices, and courses of business as set forth in this Complaint or in
similar illegal acts and practices.

DEFENDANT

7. Andrew S. Fastow, age 40, resides in Houston, Texas. Fastow was Enron’s Chief
Financial Officer from March 1998 to October 24, 2001, and was senior vice president,
finance, from January 1997 to March 1998. Fastow oversaw many of Enron's financial
activities and reported directly to Enron's Chief Executive Officer. Fastow, among others,
was responsible forreviewing and verifying the accuracy and reliability of Enron's filings
with the Commission, including its year-end financial statements. At all times relevant,
Fastow, directly and indirectly, was a control person of Enron and Michael J. Kopper
within the meaning of the federal securities [aws. Fastow signed Enron's confidentiality
agreement and certificate of compliance with Enron’s code of ethics. Enron's
confidentiality agreement required employees to disclose business activities outside
Enron that could be considered a conflict of interest, among other things. Similarly,
Enron's code of ethics prohibited employees from engaging in, among other activities,
investments that could be considered to conflict with Enron's interests. Fastow's illegal
gains from the fraud alleged herein include kickbacks and undisclosed fees. In addition,
Fastow made millions in salary, bonuses, and through sales of Enron stock even as he
was defrauding Enron, its investors, and others.

ENTITIES AND OTHER PERSONS INVOLVED

8. Enron Corp. is an Oregon corporation with its principal place of business in Houston,
Texas. During the relevant time period, the common stock of Enron was registered with
the Commission pursuant to Section 12(b) of the Exchange Act and traded on the New
York Stock Exchange. From 1997 to 2001, while Fastow engaged in the fraudulent
conduct alleged herein, Enron raised approximately $5 billion in the public debt and
equity markets. Among other operations, Enron was the nation’s largest natural gas and
electric marketer with reported annual revenue of more than $150 biilion. Enron rose to
number seven on the Fortune 500 list of companies. By December 2, 2001, when it filed
for bankruptcy, Enron's stock price had dropped in less than a year from more than $80
per share to less than $1.

9. Michael J. Kopper, age 37, resides in Houston, Texas. Kopper held variousexecutive
positions at Enron from approximately 1994 through July 2001. For most of that time,
Kopper reported directly to Fastow. Between January 2000 and July 2001, Kopper also
was a managing director of LIM2 Capital Management. In late July 2001, Kopper left
Enron to run LIM2 Co-Investments LP. Kopper purchased the general partner interest in
the entity and another entity from Fastow for approximately $16.5 million. On August 21,
2002, Kopper pleaded guilty to conspiracy to commit wire fraud and money laundering
and agreed to forfeit $4 million in criminal proceeds. The same day, the Commission
filed a parallel settled action against Kopper in this district, SEC v. Kopper, Case No. H-
02-3127 (Lake). Pursuant to the final judgment entered August 22, 2002, the Court
ordered Kopper to pay disgorgement, including a direct payment of $8 million, and
additional disgorgement in the amount of $4 miillion forfeited in the criminal case,
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permanently enjoined Kopper from violating the provisions of the federal securities laws
set forth in the Complaint, and barred Kopper from acting as an officer or director of
public companies. Kopper's guilty plea, and the conduct alleged in the Commission's
complaint, related to three fraudulent transactions he engaged in with Fastow and
others, known as RADR, Chewco, and Southampton.

FACTUAL ALLEGATIONS

Enron's Use of Off-Balance-Sheet Special Purpose Entities

10. Since at least the early 1990's, Enron engaged in transactions with ofher entities that
were designed to improve Enron's balance sheet. Enron's treatment of the entities for
financial statement purposes was subject to accounting rules that governed whether the
assets and liabilities of the entity should be consolidated onto Enron's balance sheet, or
treated as an investment by Enron in a separate entity not under Enron's control. With
respect to certainentities, Enron management preferred the latter result - known as "off-
balance-sheet"- because it enabied Enron to present itself more attractively as
measured by criteria favored by Wall Sireet investment analysts, credit rating agencies,
and others.

11. Enron engaged in myriad transactions that were structured to achieve off-balance-
sheet treatment. Many of those transactions were structured using special purpose
entities ("SPEs"). Under applicable accounting rules, an SPE could receive off-balance-
sheet treatment only if independent third-party investors made a substantive capital
investment, generally at least three percent of the SPE's assets, and the third-party
investment were genuinely at risk, among other things. If the third-party were not truly
independent, or its investment were not iruly at risk, those transactions using the SPEs
were improper.

12. Starting in at least early 1997, Fastow, Kopper, and others devised a scheme to
defraud Enron's security holders through transactions with certain Enron SPEs.

" 13. Some of these SPEs were not eligible for off-balance-sheet treatment because the
SPE and supposedly independent third-party investors were controlled by Fastow,
Kopper, and others, the outside equity requirement was not met, and the third-party
“investment” was not truly at risk. Thus, these SPEs should have been consolidated onto
Enron's balance sheet. Further, Fastow, Kopper and others used their simultaneous
influence over Enron's business operations and the SPEs as a means to secretly and
unlawfully generate millions of dollars for themselves and others.

RADR

14. In early 1997, Fastow devised a scheme to enrich himself and others while enabling
Enron to maintain secret control over, and achieve off-balance-sheet treatment, of
assets that it had "sold" to a supposedly independent SPE. Within Enron, these
transactions came to be known as "Friends of Enron" deals because the purportedly
independent investors in the SPE actually were friends or family members of Enron
executives, and served as nominees under the executives' control. Fastow and Enron's
other top management liked "Friends of Enron” deals because they enabled Enron to
retain control over assets while shedding the burdens of legal ownership, including
required public disclosure in Enron’s financial statements. Another benefit to Fastow of
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the "Friends of Enron" structure was that he, Kopper and others used their control over
the "investors” to secretly siphon off for themselves proceeds of the SPE transactions, in
violation of their duties to Enron and its shareholders.

15. One "Friends of Enron" transaction related to Enron's effort fo appear to divest itself
of its interest in certain wind farms in California, so that the farms couid continue to
receive beneficial regulatory treatment, while Enron secretly retained control over the
farms. Under applicable federal and state regulations, the wind farms qualified for
financial benefits conferred on alternative energy sources that met certain requirements
("qualifying facilities" or "QF"). Wind farms that were more than fifty percent owned by an
electric utility or electric utility holding company, however, were ineligible for QF status.
In early 1997, Fastow and others were aware that Enron's wind farms would soon lose
their QF status because Enron was in the process of acquiring Portland General Electric,
an electric utility based in Portland, Oregon, and would become an electric utility holding
company.

16. In approximately March 1997, Fastow, Kopper, and others devised a scheme
whereby Enron would "sell” a portion of its interest in the wind farms to a partnership
comprised of "Friends of Enron.” Fastow initially proposed the formation of a partnership
SPE to be knownas Alpine Investors ("Alpine”), which would buy Enron's interest in the
wind farms. The proposed “investors” in Alpine were all "Friends of Enron," including
relatives of Fastow's wife.

17. Alpine did not complete the proposed transaction with Enron. Rather, in May 1997,
Fastow and Kopper created SPEs known as "RADR ZWS, LLC" and "RADR ZWS MM,
LLC" (collectively, "RADR"), which purchased a portion of Enron's interest in the wind
farms. RADR was funded mainly with a $16.4 million loan from an Enron subsidiary.
Because Fastow knew that his participation as an equity investor in RADR would require
Enron to make public disclosure, he and Kopper enlisted "Friends of Enron” to serve as
the supposedly independent third-party investors. These investors included a friend of
Fastow's wife, Kopper's domestic partner, and a Houston real estate broker.

18. These "Friends of Enron” were Kopper's nominees and lacked sufficient funds to
invest in RADR. Fastow arranged to fund some of the friends' "investments" by making
an unsecured personal loan of $419,000 to Kopper, who in turn made unsecured loans
to the friends, so that they could "invest" in RADR. It was understood that the friends
would repay Kopper with distributions from their RADR "investments,” and Kopper would
in turn repay Fastow. It was further understood that Kopper would have control over any

other RADR funds the friends received.

19. RADR began making distributions to "investors” on July 1, 1997. Two of the
"investors" repaid their loans from Kopper on or about August 25, 1997. The next day,
Kopper wired $481,850 to Fastow, which included the original loan amount from Fastow
plus $62,850 in interest, an approximate 15% return in four months.

20. RADR proved to be far more lucrative than initially expected, generating a"windfall
to the investors. Fastow became aware of the windfall and demanded a share, in the
form of kickbacks through Kopper of investors' RADR proceeds. To disguise the nature
of the payments, Fastow instructed Kopper to establish a "gifting program,” whereby
Kopper and his domestic partner made annual "gifts” of $10,000 to individual Fastow
family members.
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21. The $10,000 amount was chosen because [RS rules exclude from taxable income
and do not require reporting of gifts of $10,000 or less made to any one person in one
year. Fastow instructed Kopper that he and his domestic partner should write checks not
only to Fastow but also to Fastow's wife and two children. Fastow cautioned that no
"gifts" should come directly to him from the other RADR investors or RADR, as Fastow ~
wanted to conceal his link to the RADR deal and could think of no legitimate explanation
why he would receive checks from the other RADR investors. Fastow told Kopper that, if
ever asked, they could explain the checks from Kopper by saying that he and Fastow
were very close friends and the checks were gifts. In all, records reflect that Kopper
arranged "gift" payments totaling approximately $125,000 {o Fastow and his family
between December 1997 and February 2000.

22. Because RADR was under the control of Fastow and Kopper, and the supposed
investments by their friends were secretly funded by Fastow, RADR failed to qualify for
off-balance-sheet treatment and should have been consolidated by Enron. By
establishing RADR in this manner, Fastow caused Enron to improperly keep RADR off
its books and to hide Enron's continued controlf over the wind farms from regulators to
achieve favorable economic benefits.

Chewco

23. By late 1997, Fastow and Enron began creating SPEs that were under the direct
control of Enron executives. The first such SPE was Chewco Investments, L.P.
("Chewco").

24.In 1993, Enron and the California Public Employees’ Retirement System
("CALPERS") entered into a joint venture investment partnership called Joint Energy
Development Investments LP ("JEDI"). Enron was the general partner of JEDI and
contributed $250 million in Enron stock; CALPERS was the limited partner and
contributed $250 million in cash. Given CALPERS' large equity investment and other
factors, Enron did not consolidate JED! onto its balance sheet and did not include JEDI's
debt in its financial statements.

25. In approximately the summer of 1997, Enron began to seek a buyer for CALPERS'
share of the JEDI partnership so that CALPERS would agree to invest additional funds
in an even larger partnership to be called JEDI il. CALPERS imposed a deadline of
November 8, 1997 for the buyout to occur at the negotiated price of $383 million.

26. Fastow proposed the formation of Chewco to buy out CALPERS' JEDI interest.
Fastow initially planned o become Chewco's outside equity investor and general
partner, but substituted Kopper when it became clear that Enron would have to publicly
disclose Fastow's participation, including disclosure in Enron's financial statements.
Nevertheless, Fastow, directly or indirectly, controlled Chewco and Kopper, a fact not
publicly disclosed.

27. Before the November 6, 1997 deadline, Fastow and others arranged to fund the
buyout temporarily through "bridge" loans from Barclays Bank PLC ("Barclays”) and
Chase Manhattan Bank ("Chase"). Each bank loaned $191.5 million to Chewco, with
repayment guaranteed by Enron, and Chewco used those loan proceeds to buy
CALPERS' interest in JEDI.
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28. The bridge transaction was referred to as a "dirty close." Fastow and others knew
that Chewco failed to comply with SPE non-consolidation rules because Chewco had no
genuine outside equity investment, and because Enron guaranteed Barclays and Chase
against risk of loss.Enron thus planned, for financial reporting purposes, to replace the
bridge financing before year-end with another structure that would gualify Chewco as an
SPE with sufficient outside equity.

29. Chewco's structure at year-end 1997 again failed to meet SPE non-consolidation
requirements. Its purported outside "equity” investment consisted of approximately
$11.49 million from Chewco's general and limited partners. However, Enron structured
the transaction so that $11.36 million of the supposed outside equity was actually
borrowed from Barclays by various entities set up and controiled by Kopper. The
Barclays loans were secured by approximately $6.58 million in cash that was generated
by JEDI's November 1997 sale of an asset. Those funds were held in accounts that were
fully pledged to Barclays, meaning that Barclays was partly protected against risk of
loss. The remaining "outside equity” consisted of approximately $125,000 provided by
Kopper and his domestic partner.

30. Fastow's undisclosed control of Chewco and Kopper permitted him to demand a
share of Chewco's profits and other Chewco related funds. From December 1997
through December 2000, Fastow directed Kopper to secretly share with him various
payments received by Kopper relating to Chewco. Kopper received a total of
approximately $1.5 million in "management fees" relating to Chewco, which he shared
with Fastow at his direction mainly through checks payable to members of Fastow's
family. Fastow directed Kopper to pay at least $54,000 to Fastow's wife for
administrative work she did for Chewco. In December 1998, Fastow caused Enron to
pay a $400,000 "nuisance fee" to Chewco as compensation for agreeing to amend
JEDI's partnership agreement, even though the amendment benefitted Chewco, not
Enron. At Fastow's direction, Kopper transferred approximately $67,224 of the nuisance
fee back to Fastow, again through checks written to Fastow or members of his family.

31. In March 2001, Enron bought Chewco's limited partnership interest in JEDI. Fastow
approved a purchase price of $35 million, of which Kopper and his domestic partner
received approximately $3 million. In September 2001, Fastow authorized a further $2.6
million "tax indemnity payment” to Chewco, which Kopper subsequently transferred to
himself. The payment was not contractually required and should not have been made,
according to advice from Enron's inside and outside counsel at the time. These funds
were used by Kopper to partially fund his purchase of Fastow's interests in two "LJM"
entities {defined below).

32. Because Chewco did not meet SPE requirements, due to, among other things, the
undisclosed control by Fastow and Kopper, lack of independence, and failure to meet
the outside equity requirement, the entities Chewco and JEDI should have been
consolidated onto Enron's financial statements beginning the fourth quarter 1997.
Fastow's formation, structuring, and use of Chewco enabled Enron to conceal millions in
debt while falsely increasing income. As a result, Enron's year-end financial statements
for the years 1997, 1998, 1999, and 2000 were materially false and misleading. In
November 2001, in a Form 8-K filed with the Commission, Enron announced that it
would consolidate Chewco and JEDI retroactive to 1997. This resulted in a massive
reduction in Enron's reported net income and a massive increase in its reported debt.
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sums of money from such transactions, both in the form of management fees and
skimmed deal profits.

38. Fastow and Enron representatives regularly entered into secret side agreements
pursuant to which the LUM entities would not bear true economic risk when they
"purchased" assets from Enron. Frequently there was an understanding with Enron that
the LJM entities would hold assets only for a short period of time, and Enron guaranteed
that the LJM entities would make a profit on the buyback of those assets by Enron.

Cuiaba

39. Enron, through a wholly-owned subsidiary, held an approximate 65% interest in a
power plant and related pipelines under construction in Cuiaba, Brazil (the "Cuiaba
project”). Enron was developing the project to generate and sell electricity. However, the
Cuiaba project was troubled from its inception and caused Enron to incur significant
costs. Enron's problems with the Cuiaba project were well known at Enron.

40. Enron did not want to consolidate the Cuiaba project's debt on its balance sheet, and
attempted to sell its interest. Deconsolidating would also permit Enron to mark to market
a related power supply contract, thereby recognizing earnings. However, the Cuiaba
project was so problematic that no independent third-party would purchase an interest in
the project.

41. Enron and Fastow solved their Cuiaba project problem by "sefling” an interest in the
project to Fastow-controlled LJM1. On September 30, 1999, Enron sold LJM1 a 13%
interest in the project for $11.3 million. The sale of this interest (and the board seat that
went with it) was purportedly sufficient for Enron to conclude that it did not control the
Cuiaba project. The "sale" enabled Enron to keep the Cuiaba project's substantial debt
off its balance sheet. Furthermore, this purported sale enabled Enron to recognize a total
of approximately $65 million of income in the third and fourth quarters of 1999, when it
was struggling to meet its projected financial results.

42. LJM1, through Fastow, agreed to "buy" Enron's interest in the Cuiaba project
because Enron agreed in an undisclosed side deal to repurchase the interest if
necessary and guarantee LJM1 a profit. Enron agreed to repurchase LJM1's interest at a
higher price regardless of the actual performance of the Cuiba project.

43, Because such a buyback agreement would have destroyed the favorable accounting
treatment, the buyback agreement, originally in writing, was not set forth in the final deal
documents, but continued in fact as part of an oral understanding. The buyback
agreement was also not included in the written documents out of concern that Enron's
auditors, Arthur Andersen LLP, would not approve the sale to LIM1 with such a
provision.

44, After LIM1's purchase, the Cuiaba project continued to suffer serious cost overruns,
technical, and environmental problems. Despite the ongoing problems with the Cuiaba
project affecting its value, on or about March 2001, Fastow and Enron agreed upon the
buyback price of LIM1's interest. For various reasons (including the fact that Fastow did
not sell his interest in LJIM1 to Kopper until July 2001), Fastow delayed the closing until
August 15, 2001. Enron bought back LIM1's interest for $13,752,000. This purchase
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price was calculated to provide LUM1 a significant profit even though the market value
for Cuiaba had decreased.

Nigerian Barges

45. In 1999, Fastow caused Enron to engage in a fraudulent "sale” of assets to permit
Enron to record approximately $12 million of eamnings in the fourth quarter of 1999.

486. The "sale" related to three electricity-generating power barges owned by Enron. In
December 1999, an Enron subsidiary entered into an agreement with certain Nigerian
government entities for a three-phase energy project related in part to certain of Enron's
power barges. These barges were expected to produce future revenues from an
agreement for the supply of electricity to the Nigerian government.

47. After several failed attempts to sell a portion of the project, in December 1999,
Enron, through Fastow and Enron's Treasurer, contacted a leading financial
institution("Financial Institution") and pressured it to purchase a $28 million interest in
the project, with 75% financed by Enron, so that Enron could book a gain at year end.
Such a sale would allow Enron to record approximately $12 million of earnings in the
fourth quarter of 1999, so that Enron could meet earnings goals, and to record $28
million in funds flow.

48. In spite of some dissension within the Financial Institution, including an internal
document expressing concern that it could be viewed as aiding and abetting Enron's
fraudulent manipulation of its income statement, the Financial Institution ultimately
agreed to invest in the project. The Financial Institution invested $7 million, and Enron
financed the remainder of the deal with a $21 million loan that was non-recourse to the
Financial Institution. The Financial Institution never paid any interest on the loan. The
Financial Institution had no real interest in investing in barge power projects in Nigeria
but wanted to accommodate Enron, an important client and source of millions in fees to
the Financial Institution. The Financial Institution conducted no due diligence on the
barge project and did not actively monitor its investment.

49. To induce the Financial Institution to enter into the transaction, Fastow guaranteed
the Financial Institution that it would not lose money and would be taken out of the deal
within six months. The Financial Institution was to receive an up front fee of $250,000
plus 15% per annum for the period the Financial Institution held the investment, or an
approximately 22.5% return. Enron falsely recorded the transaction with the Financial
Institution as a sale and improperly recorded approximately $12 million of fictitious
earnings in the fourth quarter of 1999.

50. Six months later, consistent with the guarantee given by Fastow to the Financial
Institution, Fastow arranged for the Financial Institution to be bought out of its interest in
thebarges. Fastow directed Kopper to have LUM2 buy the Financial Institution's interest
and on June 29, 2000, the day before the date Fastow had agreed to "take out" the
Financial Institution, LJM2 bought the Financial Institution's interest for $7,525,000. The
price was not the product of negotiation. Rather, the price reflected a $525,000 premium
over the Financial Institution's original investment to account for the rate of return
promised to the Financial Institution. LJM2 made the purchase to fulfill Fastow's
guarantee. Further, had Enron repurchased the asset it may have had to reverse the
sale, negating the favorable accounting treatment.
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Raptor /AVICI

51. Enron and LJM2 engaged in complex financial transactions with an entity called
Raptor |. Fastow and others used Raptor | to generate profits for LIM2 and Fastow and
to manipulate Enron's financial statements. Specifically, Fastow and others: (1) used
Raptor | as an off balance sheet vehicle that they knew in fact did not qualify for such
treatment, and therefore should have been consolidated on Enron's books; and (2)
backdated documents to generate profits for Enron.

52. Enron invested in other companies, including start-up ventures that later did initial
public offerings ("IPO") of their shares. At the time of an IPO, Enron often owned millions
of shares of the newly public company. Following the IPO, Enron was at risk for market
price fluctuations in the shares. The value of such stock was required to be recorded in
Enron's financial statements at the end of each quarter. Because Enron was restricted
by "lock up" agreements from selling its shares until some future date, it sought to
reduce the impact on its financial results of a possible dramatic decline in the share
price.

53. Raptor | was designed to protect Enron's financial statements from decreases inthe
value of certain Enron investments. Enron sought to use Raptor | to lock in the value of
Enron's investments in stock, without actually selling its investments.

54. Raptor | was created in April 2000 through an off-balance-sheet SPE called Talon
LLC ("Talon"). Talon was designed to generate accounting gains which would offset
Enron's significant mark to market losses on certain investments. Talon would enter into
transactions with an Enron subsidiary that would lock in the value of Enron's stock
portfolio. If the price of Enron's stock portfolio increased, Talon would be entitled to the
upside gain, and if the stock portfolio declined, Talon would be obligated to pay the
Enron subsidiary the amount of the loss.

55. Talon was funded mainly by Enron through a promissory note and Enron's own
stock. The remainder of Talon's funding, $30 million, was from LJM2, representing the
purported three percent ouiside equity required for Talon to be off Enron's balance
sheet.

56. However, Talon should have been consolidated on Enron's financial statements
because of an undisclosed side deal engineered by Fastow. Pursuant to the side deal,
Enron agreed that, prior to conducting any hedging activity with Talon, Enron would
return to LIM2 its full investment in Talon plus a guaranteed return. This undisclosed
side deal would have "broken" the SPE, that is, it would have required Talon to be
consolidated on Enron's financial statements because the supposed outside three
percent equity was not at risk. Further, with the return of LIM2's capital by Talon, there
was no outside equity at risk to justify Talon not being consclidated. Yet, Enron did not
consolidate Talon on its financial statements filed with the Commission. In exchange for
this side agreement, Fastow caused and allowed Enron employees to use Talon to
manipulate Enron’s financial statements. Pursuant to the undisclosed side deal, after
LJM2 invested $30 million in Talon, it received $41 million from Talon on or
aboutSeptember 7, 2000, reflecting a return of its capital and $11 million profit.
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57. To conceal the side deal, Fastow and others devised a scheme to manufacture a
$41 million payment to LIM2. Fastow and others made it appear that the payment
represented the premium paid on a "put option" on Enron shares that Enron purchased
from Talon. Enron purchased the put option, set to expire on October 18, 2000, for a
premium of $41 million. Enron settled the put option early and Talon then distributed the
$41 million to LJM2. The transaction was unusual for several reasons, including the fact
that the put option was a bet by Enron that its own stock price would decline. There was
no true business purpose for the put option other than to generate funds to pay LIM2
under the undisclosed side deal.

58. One of Enron's Raptor | hedges related to its attempt to lock in substantial gains from
its stock holdings in AVICI Systems, Inc., an Internet company that had recently
engaged in an IPO. Because the stock price of AVICI had declined by the end of Enron’s
third quarter 2000, Fastow engaged in a fraudulent scheme to backdate the AVICI

hedge to achieve a significant economic advantage for Enron.

59. Fastow caused the AVICI hedge to be backdated to August 3, 2000. Fastow chose
this date because he knew it was the date AVICI traded at an all time high price of
$163.50. By back-dating the AVICI hedge in this manner, Fastow and Enron fraudulently
locked in the recognition of a substantial gain and booked $75 miillion in additional mark
to market gains that they otherwise would not have recognized. To facilitate the fraud,
the put option was purportedly settled early, also on August 3, 2000, so that Enron could
use Raptor | for hedging purposes.

Southampton

60. Enron had an investment in an Internet company called Rhythms NetConnections,
Inc. ("Rhythms"). Enron owned approximately 5.4 million shares of Rhythms stock, and
following an IPO in April 1999, Enron was at risk for market price fluctuations in the
stock. Because Enron was restricted from selling its shares until November 1999, it
sought to reduce the impact on its financial results of a possible dramatic decline in the
share price of Rhythms stock.

61. In June 1999, Enron devised a scheme to reduce its risk through a "hedge."” As part
of this hedging effort, LIM1 created a subsidiary known as LJM Swap Sub, L.P. ("Swap
Sub"), which was funded with cash and Enron shares. Swap Sub thereafter entered into
a series of transactions with Enron known as "derivatives." These derivatives
transactions included a "put,” which gave Enron the right to sell its Rhythms shares to
Swap Sub for a set price on certain future dates even if the market value of the Rhythms
Net shares was below the set price. In the third and fourth quarters 1899, the share price
of Rythms Net decreased significantly and Enron was able to record gains from its
transaction with Swap Sub to offset losses it incurred on its Rythms Net investment.

62. In January-February 2000, both Enron and Rhythms shares increased in price,
making Swap Sub's main asset (its Enron shares) more valuable while decreasing its
potential liability on the Rhythms put option. Thus, Swap Sub had significantly more
value than previously. Fastow was prohibited from having any direct pecuniary interest in
Enron's stock held by LIM1. Nevertheless, in approximately February 2000, Fastow,
Kopper, and three NatWest bankers devised and later executed a scheme to capture the
increase in Swap Sub's value for themselves and others and defraud Enron, NatWest,
and others by: (i) causing Enron topay $30 million to buy out, or "unwind," the banks'
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interests in Swap Sub; (i) causing NatWest to accept only $1 million for its interest in
Swap Sub, while representing to Enron that NatWest was getting $20 million, and (iii)
splitting the $19 million balance among themselves and certain Enron and LJM
employees.

63. In part to conceal from Enron and NatWest the true structure of the Swap Sub
transaction and the roles played by Fastow, Kopper, and the bankers, Kopper created
several layers of partnerships that would buy Swap Sub. The partnership created to buy
NatWest's interest in Swap Sub was Southampton, L.P., in which Fastow, Kopper, and
certain other Enron and LJM employees had a financial interest. Southampton K Co.
was a limited partner in and owned 50% of Southampton, L.P. Thus, after Southampton,
L.P. purchased Nat West's interest in Swap Sub, Southampton K Co. would own 50% of
that interest. Kopper provided the bankers with an option to buy Southampton K Co. for
$250,000. Upon exercising that option, the bankers would own 50% of Nat West's
interest in Swap Sub, an ownership interest that Fastow and Kopper knew Enron was
prepared to purchase for millions of dollars.

64. To carry out the scheme, Fastow, Kopper and others, on or about March 22, 2000,
caused Enron to agree to pay $30 million {purportedly allocated $20 million to NatWest
and $10 million to CSFB) to unwind Swap Sub. That purchase price was based on
Fastow's false representation to Enron that NatWest and CSFB had agreed to sell their
interests in Swap Sub for $20 million and $10 million, respectively. In fact, NatWest
received only $1 million and had agreed to receive this sum based on
misrepresentations and fraudulent conduct of its own employees, who sought to skim
profits that should have gone to NatWest.

65. As a result, the three NatWest bankers who participated in the scheme
receivedapproximately $7.3 million. The balance of the funds went to Fastow, Kopper
and other investors in an entity called Southampton Place LP ("Southampton"), which
Kopper created. The Southampton "investors™ were a purported charitable foundation
set up by Fastow for the purpose of receiving Southampton proceeds, which contributed
$25,000 and received approximately $4.5 million; Kopper, who contributed $25,000 and
caused Chewco to loan another $680,000, and received approximately $4.5 million; and
five Enron and LJM employees chosen by Kopper and Fastow, who contributed a total of
less than $20,000 and received a total of approximately $3.3 million. The payments were
made on approximately May 1, 2000.

86. In November 2001, in a Form 8-K filed with the Commission, Enron announced that
it would consolidate Swap Sub retroactive to 1999. Enron concluded that Swap Sub did
not qualify for nonconsolidation treatment because of inadequate capitalization. The
consolidation had the effect of reducing Enron's reported net income by $95 million in
1999, and by $8 million in 2000.
CLAIMS FOR RELIEF
FIRST CLAIM

Violations of Section 10(b) of the Exchange Act [15 U.S.C. § 78j(b)]
and Rule 10b-5 thereunder [17 C.F.R. § 240.10b-5]}

67. Paragraphs 1 through 66 are realleged and incorporated by reference herein.
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68. As set forth more fully above, Fastow, directly or indirectly, by use of the means or
instrumentalities of interstate commerce, or by the use of the mails and of the facilities of
a national securities exchange, in connection with the purchase or sale of securities: has
employed devices, schemes, or artifices to defraud, has made untrue statements of
material facts or omittedto state material facts necessary in order to make the
statements made, in the light of the circumstances under which they were made, not
misleading, or has engaged in acts, practices, or courses of business which operate or
would operate as a fraud or deceit upon any person.

69. By reason of the foregoing, Fastow violated and aided and abetted violations of
Section 10(b) of the Exchange Act [15 U.S.C. § 78j(b)], and Rule 10b-5 thereunder [17
C.F.R. § 240.10b-5].

70. By reason of the foregoing, Fastow was a controlling person of Enron and its
executives and employees, and a controlling person of Kopper, within the meaning of
Section 20(a) of the Exchange Act [15 U.S.C. § 78t(a)], and by virtue of that control
vioclated Section 10(b) of the Exchange Act [15 U.S.C. § 78j(b)], and Rule 10b-5
thereunder [17 C.F.R. § 240.10b-5].

SECOND CLAIM
Violations of Section 17(a) of the Securities Act [15 U.S.C. § 77q(a)]
71. Paragraphs 1 through 70 are realleged and incorporated by reference herein.

72. Fastow, by engaging in the conduct described above, directly or indirectly, in
connection with the offer or sale of securities, by the use of the means or instruments of
transportation or communication in interstate commerce or by the use of the mails: with
scienter, employed devices, schemes, or artifices to defraud, obtained money or
property by means of untrue statements of material facts or omissions to state material
facts necessary in order to make the statements made, in the light of the circumstances
under which they were made, not misleading, or engaged in acts, practices, or courses
of business which operate or would operate as a fraud or deceit upon the purchasers of
such securities.

73. By reason of the foregoing, Fastow violated Section 17(a) of the Securities Act.
THIRD CLAIM

Violations of Section 13(a) of the Exchange Act [15 U.S.C. § 78m(a)] and

Rules 12b-20, 13a-1, & 13a-13 thereunder [17 C.F.R. §§ 240.12b-20, 240.13a-1,

240.13a-13]

74. Paragraphs 1 through 73 are realleged and incorporated by reference herein.

75. By engaging in the conduct described above, Fastow knowingly and substantially

caused Enron to file materially false and misleading annual reports on Form 10-K and

materially false and misleading quarterly reports on Form 10-Q with the Commission
during the period 1997 through at least September 2001.
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76. By reason of the foregoing, Fastow aided and abetted viclations by Enron of Section
13(a) of the Exchange Act and Rules 12b-20, 13a-1, and 13a-13 thereunder.

77. By reason of the foregoing, Fastow was a controlling person of Enron and its
executives and employees, and a controiling person of Kopper, within the meaning of
Section 20(a) of the Exchange Act [15 U.S.C. § 78t(a)], and by virtue of that control
violated Section 13(a) of the Exchange Act and Rules 12b-20, 13a-1, and 13a-13
thereunder.

FOURTH CLAIM

Violations of Sections 13(b)(2)(A) and 13(b)(2)(B) of the Exchange Act
[15 U.S.C. §§ 78m(b)(2)(A), 78m(b)(2)(B)] and Rule 13b2-1 thereunder [17 C.F.R. §
240.13b2-1]

78. Paragraphs 1 through 77 are realleged and incorporated by reference herein.

79. By engaging in the conduct described above, Fastow aided and abetted Enron’s
failures to make and keep books, records and accounts which, in reasonable detail,
accurately and fairly reflected Enron's transactions and dispositions of its assets, in
violation of Section13(b)(2)(A) of the Exchange Act, and further aided and abetted
failures to devise and maintain a system of internal accounting controls sufficient to
provide reasonable assurances that Enron's corporate transactions were executed in
accordance with management's authorization and in a manner to permit the preparation
of financial statements in conformity with generally accepted accounting principles in
violation of Section 13(b)(2)(B) of the Exchange Act.

80. By engaging in the conduct described above, Fastow, directly or indirectly, falsified
and caused to be falsified Enron's books, records, and accounts subject to Section
13(b)(2)(A) of the Exchange Act in violation of Rule 13b2-1 thereunder.

81. By reason of the foregoing, Fastow aided and abetted violations of Sections
13(b)(2)(A) and 13(b)(2)(B) of the Exchange Act and violated Rule 13b2-1 thereunder.

82. By reason of the foregoing, Fastow was a controlling person of Enron and its
executives and employees and a controlling person of Kopper, within the meaning of
Section 20(a) of the Exchange Act [15 U.S.C. § 78t(a)], and by virtue of that control
violated Sections 13(b)(2)(A) and 13(b)}(2)(B) of the Exchange Act and Rule 13b2-1
thereunder.

FIFTH CLAIM
Violations of Section 13(b)(5) of the Exchange Act [15 U.S.C. § 78m(b)(5)]
83. Paragraphs 1 through 82 are realleged and incorporated by reference herein.

84. By engaging in the conduct described above, Fastow knowingly circumvented or
knowingly failed to impiement a system of internal financial controls at Enron.

85. By reason of the foregoing, defendant Fastow violated Section 13(b)(5) of the
Exchange Act.
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86. By reason of the foregoing, Fastow was a controlling person of Enron and its
executives and employees within the meaning of Section 20(a) of the Exchange Act [15
U.S.C. § 78t(a)], and by virtue of that control violated Section 13(b)(5) of the Exchange
Act.

SIXTH CLAIM
Violations of the Exchange Act Rule 13b2-2 thereunder [17 C.F.R. § 240.13b2-2]}
87. Paragraphs 1 through 86 are realleged and incorporated by reference herein.

88. By engaging in the conduct described above, in connection with the Cuiaba
transaction described above, Fastow, directly or indirectly, made or caused to be made
false and misleading statements or omitted or caused others to omit to state material
facts necessary in order to make statements made, in light of the circumstances under
which such statements were made, not misleading to Enron's independent accountants
and Enron's auditors in connection with audits and examinations of Enron's required
financial statements and in connection with the preparation and filing of documents and
reports required to be filed with the Commission, in violation of Exchange Act Rule 13b2-
2.

89. By reason of fhe foregoing, defendant Fastow violated and aided and abetted
violations of the Exchange Act Rule 13b2-2.

90. By reason of the foregoing, Fastow was a controlling person of Enron and its
executives and employees, and a controlling person of Kopper, within the meaning of
Section 20(a) of the Exchange Act [15 U.S.C. § 78t(a)], and by virtue of that control
violated Exchange Act Rule 13b2-2.

JURY DEMAND
91. The Commission demands a jury in this matter.
PRAYER FOR RELIEF
WHEREFORE, the Commission respectfully requests that this Court:
A. Grant a Permanent Injunction restraining and enjoining Fastow from violating the
statutory provisions set forth herein; prohibiting him permanently and unconditionally
from acting as an officer or director of any issuer of securities that has a class of
securities registered pursuant to Section 12 of the Exchange Act or that is required to file
reports pursuant to Section 15(d) of such Act; and ordering him to pay disgorgement of
illegal gains, and civil penalties;
B. Pursuant to Section 308 of the Sarbanes-Oxley Act of 2002, enter an order providing
that the amount of civil penalties ordered against Fastow be added to and become part

of a disgorgement fund for the benefit of the victims of the violations alleged herein; and

C. Grant such other and additional relief as this Court may deem just and proper.
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|

E EXHIBIT #A-8

The Grand Jury charges:

-1, Atall times relevant to this Indictntent, Exren Corp. ("Enron") was an Oregon
cTIrpc;micn weith its ‘headquarters in Houston, Texas. Among other businesses, Earon was
engaged in the purchase and sele of natural gos, cms&ucﬂe;l and ownership of pipelings und
power facilities, provision of teletommumication services, and trading in confracts to buy and sell
va

rions commodities. Before it filed for bazkruptey on December 2, 2001, Buoron was the

%3

cyenth targest carporation in the United States,

2. Eorcnwasa puhlidy traded company whose shares wers listed o the New York
Stock Bxchange: As apublic corapany, Enron was required to compb with: regulations of the
United States Sccm—mcs and Exrl\:mg Commission ("SEC"). Those regulations protect

members of the investing public hy, among other things, ing that 2 company’s financial
informuation i accuzately recerded and disclozed to the public,

3. Under SEC remulations, Faron and its officers bad 2 duty to make aad keep boaks,

records-and accounts that Fairly and adeurately reflocted Barow's business transactions, and file
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with tho SEC reliable quarterly and spoual repotts.

4. The defendant ANDREW S FASTOW, a resident of Houston, Texas, was Boren’s
Chicf Pigaacial Oficer ("CFQ") from March 1998 m\()x:tohc: 24,2001, Priof w serving as
CFQ, FASTOW served as a Managing Director ¢ Encon. As CFO, FASTOW bad oversight
over semy of Earan’s finansial activitics, FASTOW reported directly to Enron's Chief
EBrecutive Officer (*CEO"). During the time that he sueved 23 Enron’s CFO, FASTOW alzo
served us the general partner and otkerwise wag in contra] af certain special purpose entities
("SPEs"} with which Eoron did business.

5. FASTOW as 3o Earon snployes sad exeeutive officer owed s duty to Foron and s
shareholders to provide the company with his hanest services,

THE SCHEMES TO DEFRAUD

8. Batween af Jeast 1997 and October 24, 2001, FASTOW and othess devised schemes
to defruud Brron and its shareholders, the investing public, the SEC, and otkers, The gogls of the
schemes ingluded:

() falsification of Buron's reported fnancial results so that Brron would appear raore
successful than it wam,

(b} artificial manjprlstion ofthe share price of Bnran stock;

{¢} cicumvention of federal regulations so that Enron could obiain heae?ts to which @
was not entitled; V

{@) usion of business skill snd sueecss on the part of FASTOW and other Enron seafor

managermeat; and

(€} porsonat earichincat of FASTQW amd athers at the wopense of Bnron, 115
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sharcholders, and othess 1o whora they owed a doty of honest services.

7. The means by which FASTOW and others achieved, and conspired and antempted (o
achieve, the gouls of the schiemes neluded:

{2} Enron's cugaging in fraurbulent wansactions with SPEs;

(b} Ewon's ﬁﬁng materially false mnd misleading fngocial statements with the SEC

{c} Eoron's making false and miskading poblc statsments sbout Enron's francial
performance; and )

(& TASTOW's and ofhers” taking advantage of their stmuhtancons control over SPEs
and Boron's business operations.
Egron's Use of Special Purpose Engtics

8. Sirce at least the cady 19905, Buron engaged in transactions with SPEs thet were
desigred to frprove Bnron’s reported Snancial resuls. Brroads trtatrment of its transactions with
these SPEs for fiaancial statement purposes was subjeet to acoouming rules thar governed ©
whether an SPE should be consofidated onto Em‘ors‘s balance sheet, or treatad &5 a separate entity
no under Baron's comtrol. Envon's memagement, inchiding FASTOW, proferred the latter result,
Lenown 23 "offbalanee-sheet, because it enabled I-Z;:mn 1o (&) book sarniags #nd record cash
flow and (b} avoid ieclusion of unfavorabls information in i reporied ivemeial statemes,
therehy presenting itsclf wore attractively to Wall Straet investroent snalysts, credi fating
agencics, the nvesting pubiic, and others.

2. Under applicable accomnting rles, su SPE properly could recsive o balance-
shest freatment only if independent thind-party equity nvestors contributed ot least 3% of the

SPE's capital, ond the third-party investmen: was genuinely a sidk, among oihier requirements, If
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the third party was nat truly fndependem, or s equity not waly af risk, consolidation of the SPE
oot Enron’s batance sheet was requiced.
The RADR Transaction

10. " T ealy 1997, Buron owned interests in cestein California wind Exms which
qualified for govermment financial benefits conferred on altermative enavgy sources. Such eaergy
facilities were known as “qualifying facﬁitim'-‘ or “QFs” Uader applicable federal reguiations,
wind fatms that were more tha fifty parcent cwned by an electric iwiility holding corapany were
ineligible for QF status, and sceordingly were not entitled to the associtted financial benefits. By
at least early 1997, EASTOW kaew that Raron’s wind farms wers shott o lose their QF status
beesnse Bavos was in the process of asqriring Portland Genernl Eleciric, and as a consequence
Enron would beeorae an electrie wiility holding company.

L Tnppredmately March 1997, FASTOW and atbers devised 2 scheme enabling
thern to veap the proceeds fram the wind farms, without the farms Josing their valuable OF status.
As part of the scheme, Baron apgrared 1 parially divest itself of its uterest in the wind fxcs
through a sale to an SPE knows as RADR. Tn ceality, Earon illegelly 2nd secretly retained
control aver the farms and the parported independent 3% equity in the SPE. Althouph FASTOW
4L first plapned to serve 35 the SPEs outsids equity investor and genersd pariner, nominess were
substituted after FASTOW leamed that lis own invnlvr:meméu that of his relatives would have
provented the desired QF status. FASTOW movided fundiog for the nominers” "nvestment® is
RADR through 2 Toan from his pc:sanuk checking avconat. The nomivees remzined ander the
ccm:ez]’sd contysl of FASTOW and anather Euron finance excottive, Michael Kopper,

12. On approximately My 31,1997, BADR purchased Breon's interest iz the wind
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farma for $17 millions Enron fanded 97% of the puychase price with a $16.49 million loan o
RADR. The supposedly independent 3% equity investors in RADR confribwied the Termining
$510,000, FASTOW contributed $419,000 of that sum shraugh concesled loms.

13. Although he did not appear as 2 partaer or invesior in RADR, FASTOW directed the
distriburion of RADR procewds. Indeed, FASTOW personally benefited from the RADR
fransaction, in violatlon of FASTOW's duty to provida Bnron with his hopest services, For
instance, RADR began muking distributions to the nominees on July 1, 1997. On or about
Augrst 26, 1997, at FASTOW's direction, FASTOW received from the nominess $481,850 in
RADR proceeds, which represensed 562,550 more than the sz he had froated the ncminess,
And betreen approxamately Decamber 1957 and February 2000, FASTOW received an
additionsl $126,000 {n RADR procesds. So that hiscancsaled interest in RADR would not be
revealed, at FASTOW'S direction the payments were disguised as "gifts” froms Kopper and others
10 FASTOW, his wife and two children, .

The Chewee Tramsaction

14 In 1993 Enron and the Califomia Public Employees Retirernent System
("CALPERS") entered into 2 $500 milliop joins ventrs known as Joint Energy Development
Investments ("TEDI"), which mads varions encrgy myesuments. Givea CALPIRS? 50% equity
investment and other factors, Enron was able to treat JEDI for accountizg purposes as an equity
investmentin an offbalance-sheet entity,

15, in approgirately the surmmer of 1997, CALPERS decided o liquidate is

imvegtment in JEDL, and lator agreed to do so for 3383 millicn. FASTOW propused the creation

Y Numshers referred to hereln are approvimate.
3
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of aa SPE imewn a8 Cheweo to buy CALPERS' interest in JEDL. "Although FASTQOW at first
planned to serve as Cheweo's cutside squity Investor dad goncral parmer, Kopper was substitussd
when FASTOW leamaed that his own involverent would trigger financial disclosurs obligations
for Baron,

16 While FASTOW was prechuded from serving I an oificial role a2 Cheweo, be
nevertheless directed that he receive a pottion of Cheweo's proceeds from Kopper, in viclation of
FASTOW's duty to provide honest servicss to Buron and its sharehalders, For example, in
December 1998, FASTOW improperly authorized Bnron to pay 2 $400,000
"nuisance/azangemsnt fee" to Chewen to obain its consent to amend the JED] partaership
W, wven though fhe amendment was for the bcncﬁt of Cheweo, not Buron. In December
1998 and Jamuary 1999, FASTOW received kickbacks from fhat payment totaling $67,224, #n the
form of checks from Kopper to FARSTOW and FASTOW's family.

17, FASTOW zuthorized other payrnents from Eovont to Cheweo that wc:;: against
Boron’s interest. For exampls, on Marek 36, 2001, Enron repurchosed Cheweg's iimit:d
partusrship intersst i JEDI for 535 mitlion, Op bebalf of Cheweo. Kopper rqpestad an
additional paywent from Enron to Chewea of §2.625 miflion under a purported tax indemniy
agreement executed in 1997, Against the advice of both inside uad outside counsel at Enzon,

FASTOW approved the payment to Chewen,
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The LIM Entities

Overview

18. By 1999, Eoron was increasingly dependent on transactions with SPEs to yoeet its
financisl reporting anals. By June 1999, i order to have an offbalance-cheet SPE towhich
Enxon regularty could ravn, Erran®s Board agreed to penmit FASTOW to ervate aud serve as the
ranaging parteer of a new SPE known a8 UVH The Boand hiter approved FASTOWs
parcivipation in azother SPE, known as LIM2 (e LIM entities hereafler collestively will b
eferted to a3 “LIM” wless stherwise noted). The vast majorty of LIVs business favelyed
svansactions with Baron and s atliates.

19, From spproximately July 1999 through Cctober 2001, Erron entered inta
transacticns with LIM that deffauded Eoron, iis shareholders, the SEC, and others. The
transactiotis with LIM enabled Eocoz to: (s} mauipulate its reportsd financial cesults by moving
poorly performng assets off batencs sheot, when i fact such off-balmice-sheet Greatment was
irapropay; (B) manyfacturs earaings throngh sham trankactions wﬁ& .3 when Earaz was having

trouble otherwite me=tiyg its goals far o quarter; and (¢} improperly inflats the velue of Earon's

investments by hackdating transaction documents 1o dates ad o 0 Boron.

20, EBurop's dealings with LIM also ensured that- (2) as CFQ, FASTOW readily could
1id Enron of poorly performing 2ssets and therhy improve Bnson's reported financiat resals,
which in furn would ensble FASTOW to'essn contimued prastige, salery, bomuses, and ofber
Dbenefits Fom Enrog; (b} LM would meet its predicted rate of retur:, as Baton management
seczetly agread that LIM losses would be wiade up in future deals; and (¢} FASTOW and others

a LIM personally resped tuge sums of meney Som such transactions, both in the form af

-
7
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I ffees;gnd kimmed deal profits.

False Renresontations to Brron’s Board

21, BFASTOW and others made various ilse representations to Enron's Bourd of
Trirectors (fhe "Beard™ to obtai #s appraval for FASTOW's participation in LIM. Specifically,
the Board was assured that: {2) Furon®s Chief Accounting Officer (“CAD™) and Chx‘e:i‘Risk
Gficer would review transactions with LIM fo ensyre their faimess 1o Bnrog; (b) the Board
wrould be fnformed of alf Exron tansaciions with LIM; (¢ the purpase of LI was to buy assets
framn Byrom; and (d) althongh FASTOW would be compensated by LIM, ke would not profit
fram any appreciation in the value of Bovon stock held by LIM or its affiliates.

22, Iafact, as FASTQW kaew, firr from reviewing Tansactions with LYM to ensurs
their faimess to Enron, Baron's CAQ znd others had zn undiscloser agreemnant with FASTOW

t ensured that, aver time, LIM wouidlnot fose money in its dealiugs with Brron.

23,  As FASTOW further knew, although the Board was told thet LIM was a velticle
to which Baran could sell assets, and that it would be informed of wlf Sasactions with LIM, the
Board was hot informed that Euron would from tire to time repurchase assets from LIM, or find
another buyer, so as toprovide a profit to LIM

24, Finally, as described more fully below in connection with ﬁﬁ:ansazﬁon knownes
Southampton, FASTOW violated his own represensation b the Board that he would not
personally profit from avy appreciation In the value of Eoron shares held by LIM.

Usz of L.IM o M: ani;gu_leie Enron's,i?_i_a_anc@‘ Resulfs
25, Severs] transactions betsyeen Enron and LIM were were "parking® or

"warehousing™ deals in-which Earon "sold” 2sgets to LTM so that it could boak eanings zad
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record cash fows. Enrom seceotly greed that LIM would hold the asset ontly for ashor time,
after which Enron would arvangs 5 repurchase of the 1ssels at 2 profit to LIM.

The Cuisbe Transaction

25, One parking wansaction ﬁvolvedufvi s “purchase” of part of Brvon's interest in
acontpany that was buildiog a power plant ia Cuiabe, Brazl (the “Culsba project™). The Cuisha
praject bad caused Bnran to fneur significant costs and by 2000 was approximately $120 million
over budget

27.  Whenna frue thind-party biyer could be found, FASTOW and o?hc;s arranged an
Seprernber 30, 1999 to “seli™ a portion of Earon’s fterest in the Cufaba project 1o LIM for $11.3
wmiltion. This pargorted sale naliled Enron to recogmize a total of approximately $65 willion of
incorre in the thivd and fourth quarter of 1999, when i was strugglicg to meet its projected
finaneial seoylts. ’

‘2& I.JM agreed to “buy” Enron’s interest fn the Cuisba project desphte ks prabiems
nly beesuse Bnron and FASTOW in en undisclosed cral side deal agreed that Eroon would buy
back the fnterest if necossary at 2 profit to LIM. That sccret buy-back agreement was concealed
from Enron’s outside auditors and Enron's Board by FASTOW and others,

29.  After the LIM "puschese,” the Cuiaba project continued 10 encounter serious
protlens. Despirs thesy problerns, in August 2001 FASTOW caused Brron to buy back LIM'
Cuigha interest at & considerabls profit to LIML

The Nizerian Barge Transaction

30.  Another example of assct parking invalved Enron's huércst in ¢lestricity-

generting power barges moared off the coast of Nigeria, In 1999, Bnvon mads unsuccessful
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efforis to sell an interost in the barges to & third party. When Boran filed w saf] the project by
December 1999, Enron through FASTOW and sthets amanged for 2 major finnncial fnstitution
{the "Fivancisl Instituion”) to "buy® & $28 million interest in the project, ‘The Financial
Tastitution agrsed to “purchaze” the interest qaly becanse: (2) FASTOW premised fn an oral
"handshake” deat that the Floancial Institition would reeuive 2 fived 15% interest rafe znd would
st have 1o hald the barge intevest for more than six zonths and (b} Baven would finsace 75% of
" the purchase price and only requice the Financial Instifation 1 pueup §7 miltion. The Financial
Institation’s "purchase" aliowed Enron to record {taproperty $12 million in varnings and $28
million in funds flow in the fourth quarter of 1999,

31 With no true third-party purchaser availabls i buy the Financial Institution’s
interest 1s the shxv-month degdline Inomed, on Juue 28, 2000, FASTOW had LIM purchase the
Financial Institution’s interest. LIM paid $7,525,000 for the Financial Institution's interest,
which represenied 2 $525,000 premiom over the Rinaneial Tnstitution’s original investment o
account for the rate of retum promised by Enron. FASTOW caused Egron to pravide Brancing
for LIM's purchass, and for Baromto pay LIM 2 sebstzntial undisclosed fee for entering fnio the
deal with the Financial Iastitation. Bpron sehsequendy snanged for a third party to purchase
LIM's interest in the barges, again ab 2 profit to LI
Manfplation of Erron's Beoks Through Hedging Transactions

Talgn

52, Beginning in tae spring of 2003, Euron and LIM ergaged in a complex scheme to
manyulate artificially Baron’s fingncial statements. UM enabled Buron to filsify its francid

pictuee; B retrn, LM profited hendsomely. Specifically, FASTOW, Encon’s CAQ, Enron's

10
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Treesurer, and ofiers nsed an SPB known as Talon to cngage in dlegal transactions, nemehy {1}
the use of Takn o 2 off halanoe-sheet vehicle {hat FASTOW and others knew in S did not
quslify for swch treatoment and should bave been included on Baron's booka; (1) the backdating of
doeuraents to manipulate Brron's finsveial stazements; and (3} the manufacuure of guaranteed '
.carnings ﬁ:r Ll

23,  Enpron invested i other companies, ncluding start-up venfures that loter did initial

public offerings (“LPO™) of their sharss. At the time of 11 1PO, Enron often owned substantial
shares of the company. The value of such stack was required to be recorded af the prevailing
1parket price in Bnron's fuancinl statements at the end ofeach quarter. Folowing an IPQ, Enren
wag 2t rigk for market price fuctuatings in the share.;, many of which wére extremely volatile,
Because Enron was sestricted by “lock up' agreements fom sclling these sheres natil somse futuse
date, it sougltt to reduce the umpact on 3t fioansial results of a possitle dramatic decline i the
share price, _

34, Talon, which was created in Aptil 2000, was designed by FASTOW asd athers 20
protect Breen's balance sheet from deaeéss invatue of certzin af these investmenis, Talon
would enter into "hedging” ransactions with an Baran subsidiary thar would lock iy the valug of
Erron's stock porsolie: if the prics of Enrox's stock increased, Talon wouid reap the upside gain,

* andiif the stock decliaed, Talon would pay the Enron svbsidiary the amoust of the loss.
' 18, ’falon was fitnded mainly by Breon through & promissory uote and Enron’s own
stock. The remainder of Taler's funding came from a $30 million investrrent fom LIM. This
atleged third parry‘ﬁrnding served as the sapposed 3% utside equity reguired for Talon not to be

wflectedt in Envon’s Bnancial statemients.

1
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36 AsFASTOW and othere knew, however, Talon was not propedy off balance
sheet, E;aron aﬁd FASTOW entered inty aaide agrement Whereby Enron guarantesd thar it
would pay $41 million 1o LIM befors Talon would be allowed to engage in the hedging
transactions for which it was srcated. In exchangs, FASTOW allowed Euron to use Talon to
wanipulate Boron's balance sheet. As 2 result of s secvet side deal, LIM’s investment was
never traly at risk,

o T onder to mask the side Geal, FASTOW, Enron’s CAQ, and othiers devised 2
scheme to manufketors o $41 millon payment from Brrea ta LIM. To do so, Buron gad Talon
entated into a “put," that is, a transaction that ostensibly served to hedge Enron against a decline
in s ownL stock value. That "put” opiien was parchased by Baron for $41 million. The 341
million was paid to Talon und then transferced e LM on September 7, 2000.

Baclk-Dating Doceraenrs Tn Order toMan!pidate Earop’s Finandal Statermenss

3% After sgresing 1o make the $41 millicn payment to LIM, Baren began to use
Talon to hedge Baren’s favesumenis. FASTOW and others allowed Mn 1 record fnflzted
values for its Tuvestment portfolio by bask-dating Talon hedge dacuments to dzm:s whea Earon’s
stocks were trading at prices higher than fhose In effect on the date the hedge was actuaily
sutered 1at. Specifically, Bnron used buck-dating two inflate the value of ity investmeat a 1.09
wmillion shares of AVIC stack. While Eaton hedged its AVICE investment thyough Talon ia ate
Augost 2000, FASTOW and athers caused dacuments related to he hedge to be backdated to
August3, 2000. At the close of busizass on that day, the price of AVICT was a2 an alf time high
of $163.50, whils the share price by the agtual date of the hedge bad declined significantly. By

backdating the hedge wansaction to Angust 3, 2000, Enroa avoided having to regort the destine

12
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in value thar asneally had occured by the true daté of the hedge:
FASTOW’s Use of LTM to Enrich Himself and Qthers

39.  Envon owxned approximaisly 5.4 million shares of Riythms NerCossections, fac.
{"Rlgrthras \Ie:") an internet company. In approximately Apdl 1999, Riythms Nat conducted m
IPO of ifs shazes. Following the [P0, Euron was at visk for market price fluemations in Rhytums
Nt shares, Because Enron was sestricted from selfog i;x shares unﬁ'l November 1999, it sought
to veduce the impacs on fts financial reqults of & possible deamatic decline ia the shave price of
Binythms Net stock.

40.  Tn approximatsly June 1965, FASTOW devised 2 means for Enron ta reduce the
risk of its investrent in Rhythms Net through ahedpe. Az part of this hedging effort, FASTOW
and others canged the creation of an LIM subsidiary known as LIM Swap Sull, L.P ("Swap ’
Sub"). Credi: Suisse First Boston ("CSFB") end Narioaal Westminster Bark ("NatWest"
invested and beeame limited partuersin Swep Sub, which held bsﬂi Earan shares 2ad cagh.
Swap Sub thereafter entered into a ssries of trausactions with Enron, including a “put” that gave
Enron the right to sell its Rirythms Net shares to Swap Sub for a set price on certain fature dates
even if the market value of the Rhythms Net shares was below the set price.

4. By ey 2000, Exron's and Rbyihms Net's share prices had lncreased;
consequently, so had the valne of Swap Sub. Byen though PASTOW was prohibited by Erron's
Board from hzvi;ag anty direct pecuniary nterest ‘fn Boron's stock held by LIM, FASTOW,
Kopper, and thres bazkers employed by NatWest devised a schieme to defraud Baron and
NatWest by capturing 2 substartist portion of the increased value of Swap Sub's Earon shates for

themselves and others.

13
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42, Towss pagt of the scheme that FASTOW, Kopa, and the NarWest fnkers
frandulently indtoced WatWesk £o selt ifs futerast in Swap Sub for $1 milfion, 2  time when they
knew the interest was Worth millions mose. Indéed, on of about March 22, 2000, FASTOW
finabized an agreement with Enron. 10 pay Swap Sub $30 milion to wrwind Euron’s trapsactions )
with Swap Sub, FASTOW rrpresented to Epron that CSFB would receivs $10 miflion, and
falsely represented that NatWest would receivs 520 mllion. Infaet, 25 FASTOW and %'zis co-
comspirasars knew, NatWest recaived only 31 milfon.

43, The 315 millien of fflegal grcceed& was divided ampong the conspirators. The
NatWest bankers received appraximately $7.3 million. The remaining balanee of the firads wem
o “ixvestors” in & partocrship known a3 Southampton. These ﬁuzﬁom” foctuded PASTOW,
Kopper, Brron’s Treasurer, various LIM sruployees, and ap Erron in-house attomey,
Specifically, o1 aproximately May 1, 2000, the “avestors” in Southampton recetved the
following payout: the FASTOW Family Poundarion 34.5 million; Kopper $4.5 mifor; and the
five Brgon and 1AM emplovees recefved atotal of approxicaraly $3.3 million.

Sule of the LIV Entities

44, InJuly 2001, Enron determined taat FASTOW's continged role in LIM would
yequire disclosure in Enron's financis! staterpents. To avoid such disclosure while keepmg 1IM
avadable for use by Envon, FASTOW sold his interest m LIM to Kopper.

COUNT ONE
{Conspirzey to Commit Wire Feand: Sétf-Dealing by FASTOW)

45, The allegations of paragraphs 1 theough 17 md 39 through 44 are realleged as i
fully set fordh hers.
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46, Inorabout and betwesn ot Teast 1997 and Qetober 2001, both dades being
approxdimate and inchutive, within the Sonthern Diswict of Texas and slsewhere, the defendent
ANDREW S. FASTOW 2nd athers coungpired to devise a scherne and artiffce to defraud,
incliding to deprive Earon aed jts shareholders and NatWast of their intangible right of honest
serviees, and to obtain My' and praperty by means of materially false and fraudulene pretenses,
tepresentations and prormises, and for the parposs of executing such schers and artifice would
tramsmit and case 1o be transmitted by means of wire tommamication i jterstate and foreign
comemerss writings, signs, signals, pictures and saunds, sl in violation of Titly 18, United States
Code, Seetion 1343, -

OVERT ACTS )

47, Infurtherance of the conspitacy and to effoct the objerts thereof, within the
Soml;m D:smct of Texas and elsewhers, the defendant ANDREW S, FASTCW and others did
commit and cavse ta be commited the follawing ovart acts, emong others:

RADR

a  Imorabout May 1997, FASTOW wired $415,000 to Kopper.

. Inorabout August 1997, FASTOW recotved 4 5481350 wire transfer from Kopper-

¢, Inorabout December 1997 theough February 2000, FA.STCW and Kopper directed
the payment chApR praceeds to PASTOW, his wife and two children.

Cheweg

4. Yaor showt Decersber 1898, FASTOW caused Exron to pay $400,000 to Cheweo 23
A "nulsance/areangement foe,”

£ ©m or sbout and botween Desember 31, 1998 axd Jaouary, 1599, FASTOW, his wife

15
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and children received shucks from Kopper totaling 387,224,
Southammton
£ On or sbout March 4, 2000, FASTOW raet with a NatWes: basker in the Cayman
Isiands.
g On or about March 16, 2000, a NatWest backer faxed a letter from London, England
to Housion, Texas stating that NatWest would sl s nterest in Swap Sub for $1 million.
h. Qnorabout Aprl 25, ‘2000, aNatWest hanker caused a wire transfer of 325,993
. fram an account in Bngland to an azcount in Flauston, Texas.
i’ Onor sbow May 1, 2000, $7,352,628 was wire wansferred from Houston, Texas 10 an
account in the Cayman Islands controlled by ene of the NatWest bankers.
j. Onocabows May 1,2000, 51,040,744 was wire trensfemred to an 2ccount controlied
by an Enron smployes.
%  Unorahout May 1, 2000, $4,446,189 was wirs transferrad fo an accoust in the nams
of the FASTOW Family Foundation,
{ Title 18, United Stotes Code, Sertons 371 and 3551 ¢t geg.)

COUNTIWES
(Conspiracy to Commit Wire Fraud ~ Nigerian Barges)

- 48 Theallegations of poragraphs 1 through 9, 18 throngh 25, and 30 and 31 ave
rcal!sgcd_ £ if Rully set forth here,
49 In orabont and between Decenber 1955 and Degember 2500, both dates being
approximate and inclusive, within the Southem District of Texas and élsewhers, the defendant

ANDREW §. FASTOW and othert ¢onspired 40 devise a schoms and artifies to defraud,
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including to deprive uxon and s sharehiolders of their intangible right of hanest services, and t0
obtain money dod roperty by means of materially filse and fraudilent protenses and
representations, and for the purpose of executing such schome acd artifice would ramsot wnd
canse to be transmitted by means of wire camnuaication in interstate and foreign commerce .
writings, signs, signals, pictures and sounds, all in violation of Tith 18, United Staics Code,
Section 1343,
OVERT ACTS

50. In furtherance of the sonspirscy and to effect the objects therrof, within the
Southem District of Texas and clsmshiezs, the defendamt ANDREW 5. FASTOW ad otaess did
commit nd cavse 1 be committad the following overt acts, among cthcrs

2 In or about Deccraber 1999, FASTOW spoke with representatives of the Financial
Institwtion regarding its Tnvestiog in the berges.

b Imorsbout Dccmnkget 1999, FASTOW comunitted to the Financial Instituticn that
Erron would take the Financial Iostitaion aut of the Darge transaerion within §ix months. .

¢ In or dhowt December 1999, Baron made false representaticns to its outside auditors
regarding the agreement betwesn the Financial Institution and Enron.

4. 1o or about func 2060, FASTOW caused LIM to purchase the Financlal Institotion's
ferest i the barges.

e TIn or about June 2000, FASTOW caused Enron fo pay LIM a fee for gm;chzsing the
Flnancial Insticntion's interest in the barges.

£ Inorabout Jure 2000, Bnron made false represontatinns fo itg ouside guditors

17
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regarding the agreement betwesn the Financial Instifeion, Bnron and LIM.
( Titde 18, United States Cods, Seations 371 and 3551 ¢ seq.)

COUNT THREE
{Conspiracy to Comurit Wite and Seourifies -

Talon Qff-Balance-Sheet Conspiracy)

3l The allegations of psragraphs 1 throvgh 8, 18 through 25, and 32 through 38 are
rmiieged as 3f fulky set forth hers.

$2.  Inorabuout and berwees spring 2000 and Dscember 2000, betk dates being
approximate and mclusive, within the Southern Disiriet of Texas and elsewhers, the defencant
ANDREW 8. FASTOW and others did knowingly and intentionally conspire {2 wiltfully and
unlawfully tuse and emplay mampulznve and deceptive devices and contrivances and directly
and indirectly () to employ davicss, schemes und arfifices to defraud; {5) to make wmue
statements of material facts and enit o state ficts nevessary in order to make the statements
mads, & ght ofthe circarmstances under which they were made, not misleading: znd (i) to
angnge in acts, practices, nod courses of conduct whick wonld aﬁd did operate a3 afreud end
St pen smleume aFiba imwracting rehie, Jo ermnection Lwim purehsses and sales of Enron

stock and by the use of the Instruments of commupication in interstate cornmerce and the maits,
i violarion of Title 15, United States Code, Section 78j(b) and Rule 1055 of the SEC, Title 17,
Code of Federal Regulations, Section 240.106-5, and (b) to devise a scheme and artifice to
defrand, icluding 16 deprive Enron and its shareholdors of thelr intzngible right of bonest
services, and to obtain money and property by means of materally false and fizudulent pretenses,
Tepresengations, promises, gad, for the mupose of executing such scherne and arﬁﬁ:c, o cause

interstate wirs communications in violation of Fitle 18, United States Code, Section 1343,
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OYERT ACTS

5. In urtherasce ofthe conspiracy and to offeet the objects thereof, withis the
Southern Distrit of Texas aud clsewhers, the defendznt ANDREW S. FASTOW and othors did
cornmit and Gause lo be souwnitied the following overt aets, among others:

a  Inorahaut April 2000, EASTOW eavsed Bnron ta enter inio & putwith Talon

b Onor ahout Septermiver 2000, FASTOW caused LIM to ohtain $41 milion from
Baren. v

( Title 18, United States Code, Sections 371 2ad 3551 gt seq.)

£o (8}
(Corispiraey to Comenit Wixe 2ad Seeutitics Frand — AVICI Hedge Conspiracy}

54, The allsgations of pavsgraghs 1 through 9, 18 theough 25, and 32 through 38 are
realleged aj if fully set forfh here.

55 Inor ahout and between Asgust 2000 and Septerober 2000, Soth dates behog
approximate aad fclsive, within the Southum District of Texas and elsewhers, the defendant
ANDREW S. FASTOW and others did knowingly and intentionsally conspice (a) willidly and
unlawiilly to use and employ manipulative and deceptive devieas and contrivancss and directly
and indizectly (i} to employ deviess, schemes and antifices 1o defrand; (i) ta make untrue
statements of material facts and ot to state Bicts aecessiy in arder to make the stafements
made, in light of the circumstznces wnder which they were made, oot misleading and (i#f)
engags in acts, practices, and courses of conduct which would and did operaze as  frand 22d
deceit wpon membery of the investing public, in connection with prrchases and sales of Enron

stoek nd by the use of the instrments of commumication in interstate commerre and the mails,
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in violation of Title 15, United Stmes Code, Section 75j(5) and Rule 106-5 of the SEC, Title 17,
Code of Federal ;{aguiaﬁons, Lection 240, 1003, 201d (b} to devise a scheme and artifiee 10
defrand, including to deprive Enror and its shareholders of their intangible vight of kanest
sertices, 20d 0 obtain mouey and property by means of materially false and fraudulent pretenses.
reprosentations, pramises, and, for the purpose of executing such scheme and artifice, to cavse
tnterstate wire conmumicaions fu viokation of Tide 18, Uciled States Cod, Section 1343,

OVERT ACTS

§6. Tn firthersnce of the conspiracy and to effect the objects thersof, within the -
Sauthern District of Texas and elsewhere, the defendunt ANDREW 5. FASTOW and others did
cotam: and eause to be comuitted the following overt act, among others: '

a  Toor about lere August 2000, FASTOW met with an LM emplovee and instracted
the employee 16 permit Enron to enter o 2 back-dated hedge of the AVIC! stock.

" b Tner abiout late Augnst 2000, LI caused Talon fo enter into a hedgs with Eoron of
its AVICT stock, buck-dated to August 3, 2000,
{ Title 18, United States Code, Scetions 371 aad 3551 gt seq.}

COUNTS FIVE THROU
(Wze Frand ~RADR)

57 The allsgations of paragraphs 1 through 13 are maﬂeged-as if fully sec forth heve.

58 Ounor sbout tire dates specified below, within the Southera Diswict of Texas and
elsewhers, the defeadant ANDREW S. FASTOW and others did devise a scheme and argifice to
defrand, including to deprive Bnron and its shareholders of their in‘ta:xg:{ble rightaf honese

services, and to obuain money and property by means of matorially fulse and frandalent pretenses,
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represititions and prondses, and jor t